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Current Topics. 
The Land Transfer “ Debate.” 

THE NET result of the so-called “ debate ” 
the Land Transfer Commission (in which two peers besides the 
asker and answerer of the question participated) was to make it 
known that a Bill has been prepared, but not yet submitted 
to the Cabinet, for the purpose “of giving in sulstance effect” 
to the Commissioners’ recommendations. How much _ lies 
beneath the words “in substance ””—which were twice repeated 
by the Lord Chancellor--remains to be seen. They may mean 
merely slight additions to, or explanations of, the commissioners’ 
proposals, or they may mean that advantage has been taken of 
the imprudent vagueness of some of the safeguards recommended 
by the Commissioners, on which we commented immediately on 
the issue of their Report, jo practically nullify such safeguards. 
It may be observed, however, that, instead of waiting, as the Com 
missioners recommended, for the result of a trial in the County 
of London of the amended system, before bringing in a Bill for 
the extension of compulsion to the rest of the country, a Bill 
for this purpose is apparently to be at once introduced. There was 
no attempt during the debate to discuss the Report in detail or 
| even to state the recommendations of the Commissioners, but 
| the trite story of registration of title in Australia and elsewhere 
| was trotted out, and the usual statements were made as to the 
| cost to the poor man of the transfer of land, in spite of the 
evidence presented to the Royal Commission as to the reduction 
of solicitors’ fees in such cascs. 


on the Report of 





The Lord Chancellor on Solicitors. 

WE MUST confess ourselves astonished that Lord LorERURN; 
generally supposed to be a shrewd and fair-minded man, should 
| have filled a great part of his speech with a tirade against 
| solicitors of a kind to which his predecessor never descended. 
| He had been informed by “a very high authority ” that solicitors 
| charges on the transfer of land amounted to £4,000,000 a year, 
and he characterized this as ‘an oppressive tax on landed pro- 
| perty”; forgetful, apparently, that his own Commission has 
reported that private conveyancing has been cheapened, and that 
| the larger landowners are penalized with excessive fees under 

the land transfer system. Who the “very high authority ” is, 
or how he got his information, was not revealed. The Lord 
Chancellor further complained that from the date of the passing 
of Lord Hatsrury’s Act “the most strenuous resistance had 
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been offered to it by the majority of the legal profession ” ; for- | 


getful, apparently, tbat his own Commicsion has declared that 
the system established by that Act is an imperfect system and 
cannot be recommended for compulsory extension—a complete 
justification of the opposition to it of solicitors. The Lord 
Chancellor was rebuked for this attempt to ascribe the failure of 


court, both plaintiff and defendant will desire to have the case 
| dealt with there. The court is local and is presided over by a 
| competent judge, and the litigants may not unnaturally think 
| that the hearing is as satisfactory, and more cheap and expeditious, 

than in the High Court. After all, if the litigants are likely to 

be satisfied the proposals seem to achieve the object which should 
Lord GoreELL claimed that the principle of the 


the system to the opposition of solicitors both by Lord HALDANE | be aimed at. the 
and Lord St. ALDWYN, who pointed out that there were | Bill had the general support of the law societies and chambers 
other and more serious difficulties surrounding the subject. The |of commerce. No doubt the tendency in future will be to 
Lord Chancellor would appear to have got up his brief for the | encourage the hearin y of cases in the provinces, and the present 
Land Transfer Office somewhat imperfectly. We propose to | Bill offers practical facilities in this direction. 


return hereafter to his speech. ; 
E | Military Tenure in an Indian Cantonment. 


The New County Court Judge. Hab THE late Professor MAITLAND been alive to-day, he would 

THE APPOINTMENT of Mr. CLUER, the well-known Metropolitan | have been greatly interested by the judgment of the Judicial 
police magistrate, to the county court judgeship rendered vacant | Committee in Ghaswala and Others v. Secretary of State for India 
by the death of his Honour Judge BAcon, is not only somewhat | in Council (27 Times L. R. 521), for that case strikingly illus- 
unexpected, but is in two ways rather a breach of the traditions | trates under nineteenth century conditions in India just the 
hitherto observed in making such an appointment. We believe | sort of problem with which WILLIAM the Conqueror’s legal 
we are right in saying that hitherto no stipendiary magistrate | advisers had to deal in the land settlement of England ; a prob- 
has ever been transferred to the county court bench—certainly | lem which the great scholar to whom we have referred treated 
none who, like Mr. CLUgk, bas been a magistrate for over fifteen | so fully and carefully in his famous treatise or Domesday Book 


years. The work of the two offices is very different in kind : 
the one is concerned chiefly with questions of tort, contract, and 
equity ; the other finds his main sphere of labour in the admin- 
istration of the criminal law. On the other hand, in many local 
government matters and in disputes between employers and 
workmen both courts have concurrent jurisdiction. Again, it 
has been usual to reserve appointments to the London county 
court bench as a reward for provincial judges who have earned pro 
motion by good work or long service ; so that the new appoint 
ment must disappoint the apparently well grounded hopes of 
many among the new judge's brethren. Only time can shew 
whether the novel precedent thus set by Lord Loresurn will 
work well. In the meantime it is sufficient to say that Mr. 
CLUER is a competent and scholarly lawyer, and that he possesses 
a knowledge of modern languages almost comparable to the judge 
whom he succeeds--a form of knowledge almost indispensable 
for the rapid transaction of business among the alien litigants 
who crowd the East London county courts. The new magistrate, 
like his confrere Mr. PLOWDEN, is somewhat of a character ; his 
pithy and pungent sayings make his cases constant “copy ” for 
the newspaper reporter ; and he contrives to combine in a some- 
what unique manner the raciness of the magisterial humourist 
with that air of academic superiority which we should naturally 
expect in a contemporary of Lord MILNer and Mr. AsQuitH in 
the great days of Balliol. 


The County Courts Bill. 


THE DEBATE on the County Courts Bill in Committee of the | 


}and Beyond. In 1817 the East India Company conquered Poona 
after the defeat of the Peishwar at the Battle of Kirkee. Cer- 
tain lands were taken “ by right of conquest ” and appropriated 
to a military object--namely, the establishment and supply of 
| certain cantonments. But most of the land was not directly 
| required for encampment, and so it was granted out to occupants 
of two different kinds. The first were the original holders, who 
| got some compensation for deprivation of their estates, and were 
allowed to go on holding them on a tenure which resembled 
WILLIAM I.’s “ Socage Tenure.” The second class of occupants 
| consisted of military officers who were granted lands for resi- 
| dence and permitted to erect bungalows upon them—a tenure 
| which came to be called ‘“ Cantonment,” or “ Military” tenure. 
| From time to time the Company exercised certain Governmental 
| rights over the land, and laid down the law governing its tenure 
in various “Cantonment Codes,” notably those of 1836 and 
1850. Now, one of those plots in 1843 was in the possession of 
an army surgeon, who held it on “ Military Tenure.” He dis- 
posed of it to a native, one NUNDRAM SUNDARJI, and it passed 
through various bands into, finally, that of the appellants. The 
Bombay Government, as successors in title of the Company, 
now claimed that the land belonged to them ; that the appel- 
| lants were only tenants-at-will, and that they could be dispos- 
| sessed on payment of some compensation for the buildings they 
had erected. The appellants, on the other hand, claimed that 
the grant to the army surgeon in “ Military Tenure ” had made 
him and his heirs owners in fee, so that he could give a good 
title to his assigns. In other words, they tried to read into a 








Hou-e of Lords last week shewed that Lord HALSBURY still adheres | tenure created for purposes of military convenience, the refine- 
to the opposition which killed the Bill two years ago, though it | ments which Norman lawyers read into the similar grants of 


remains to be seen whether it will have the same effect now. | WILLIAM the Conqueror. 
It in-| the incidents of military tenure as they existed in 1066—not 


The greater part of the Bill is admittedly beneficial. 
troduces increased facilities for the arrangement of business ; it 
allows of greater use being made of the registrar’s jurisdiction 
in small matters ; and it makes a much-needed improvement in 
the conditions of service of county court judges. The one point 
of contention lies in clause 1, with its proposal for conferring on 
county courts unlimited jurisdiction, subject to the defendant's 
absolute right of removal to the High Court where the claim 
exceeds £100. This, of course, would be an important step in 
the decentralization of the administration of justice. The 
assizes have not provided all that is required in this direction, 
and the proposal will make the county court an even more for 
midable rival to the assize courts than it is at present. The 
opposition of Lord Hatspury and Lord Ropson was based on 
the allegation that the county courts are already overworked ; but 
this is not borne out by the statistics of the number of days on 
which the judges sat. In particular courts no doubt there may 
be congestion, but this can be remedied without sacrificing the 
Bill. —- to Lord ALVERSTONE the proper course is to 
increase the facilities for trial in the High Court, but in the same 
speech he admits that, if the parties are once before the county 








The Privy Council, however, applied 


as they had come to exist by the time of De Donis and Qua 
Emptores. They refused to recognize the existence of an alien- 
able fee, and held that the Government could recover the lands 
upon paying the value of the buildings in the erection of which 
they had acquiesced. 


Prescription in a Que Estate. 

Ir is rather more than three years since the delivery of the 
judgments by the Court of Appeal in the case of Lord Chesterfield 
v. Harris (1908, 2 Ch. 397). The first paragraph of the headnote 
to the report runs: “A prescription in a que estate for a profit 
& prendre inalieno solo without stint and for commercial purposes 
is unknown tothe law.” This proposition has now been held by 
the House of Lords to be correct : see Harris v. Earl of Chesterfield 
(Times, 18th July). The whole case, both in the Court of Appeal 
and in the House of Lords, suggests a number of interesting 
points, of which we can only refer to one or two at present. 
[he defendants (appellants) were sued for trespass by fishing i 
the Wye, the plaintiffs (respondents) being the riparian land- 
owners. The peer nh claimed to be entitled to a free fishery 
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by prescriptive right, and this right they alleged to be vested in | Canadian Act were inconsistent, and that by the very terms of 


the freehold tenants of a certain manor whose lands lay in| the Act the treaty must prevail. 


A fugitive from Russia who 


parishes adjoining the river. The right claimed was as described | had been arrested without any formal requisition from the 


in the beadnote above quoted. First of all, in 


these | Russian Government was accordingly ordered to be released. 


degenerate days it may possibly not he out of place to state | This was the order from which the Canadian authorities appealed 


what “prescription in a que estate” is. The phrase comes 
from LITTLETON (section 183), where he says that things lying | 
in grant can only be prescribed for by a man ‘“‘in him and in | 
his ancestors whose heir he is, and not by these words, in him 
and them whose estate he hath (en luy ef en ceux que estate il ad).” 
Tbus, a prescription in a que estate is a right claimed as annexed 
to land which passes to each successive owner of the land, in 
contradistinction toa right in gross. The right claimed, then, 
being not in gross, but as appurtenant to freehold tenements, 
the question was whether a profit & prendre of the extensive 
nature described—a right of fishing without stint and for 
commercial purposes—was such as could be presumed to have 
heen the subject of a grant. NEVILLE, J., thought it could, but the 
Court of Appeal unanimously reversed his decision and gave judg- 
ment for the plaintiffs. The appeal to the House of Lords was 
heard by seven law lords, two only of the judgments being given in 
ertenso in the Times, viz., those of the Lord Chancellor and Lord 
GORELL. These two judgments represent divergent views, and the 
decision of the Court of Appeal was thus, strictly speaking, upheld 
by amajority only. The Lord Chance'lor (with whom Lord AsH- 
BOURNE and Lord SHAw concurred) was for allowing the appeal, 


| to the Privy Council. 





whilst Lord GorELL (with whom Lord Hatspury, Lord 
MACNAGHTEN and Lord KINNEAR concurred) thought the Court 
of Appeal should be affirmed and the appeal dismissed. How- 
ever, notwithstanding this diversity of opinion as to the rights of 
the parties to the appeal, the proposition of real property law as 
to such a profit A prendre in a gue estate being unknown to the 
law was not apparently disputed. The Lord Chancellor expressly 
rested his opinion on the possibility of a grant having been made 
to the freeholders as a corporation, which, of course, puts the que 
estate view out of the question. Lord GORELL, however, pointed 
out that the whole case was concerned with claims made by 





individual freeholders to rights.appurtenant to their respective | 


freehold tenements, and that there was no trace of any such 
corporation ever having existed. 


three dissenting judgments in the House of Lords, the affirm- | 


ance of the Court of Appeal’s decision may be taken substantially | strictly limited one we have just enunciated. 


to have been unanimous in the House of Lords 
some interest for all real property lawyers. | 
Canada and Extradition. | 


IN THE Times of July 14th there is reported an appeal from a 
Canadian province—Manitoba—to the Privy Council, in which the | 


This being the ground of the | 


It was held by the Judicial Committee 
that the Canadian Act and the treaty were not inconsistent ; that 
arrest without formal requisition was not forbidden by the 
treaty, and the order appealed from was discharged and the 
appeal allowed. 


The Collision-Code in a Fog. 


Mr. Justice BARGRAVE DEANE decided a very large question 
in the case of The Aing (27 T. L. R. 524). Two vessels had 
collided in a fog; one of them had disobeyed the special rules 
relating to fogs which appear in the Regulations for Preventing 
Collisions at Sea; the other bad disobeyed article 19, which 
provides that “when two steam-vessels are crossing so as to 
involve risk of collision, the vessel which has the other on its 
own starboard side shall keep out of the way of the other.” The 
first vessel was, of course, to blame; the question which arose 
was whether or not the second vessel was also to blame. This 
depended on whether or not it was bound to obey article 19 ; 
the learned judge decided that it was not, and absolved it from 
all blame. He based his decision, however, on a ground which 
is sure to excite a good deal of comment among seafaring persons 
and Admiralty Court practitioners. Professing to follow The 
Cathay (9 Aspinall’s Maritime Cases, 35) he held that the Regu- 
lations for Preventing Collisions, with the exception of the 
special rules as to fogs, do not apply at all in a fog. This seems 
a rather sweeping decision, inasmuch as fogs differ immensely 
from one another as regards their character and density ; certainly 
in many fogs it is quite possible to observe article 19. His 
lordship might very well have arrived at the decision he did 
without going so far as to hold that the regulations have no 
application at all in cases of fog. It would have been sufficient 
for him to hold that in the circumstances of the particular case 
it was physically impossible to obey article 19, and that, therefore, 
the observance of it was excused on the ground of necessity. 
Upon our reading of The Cuthay we see no necessity for treating 
that case as an authority for any proposition wider than the 
As the point is 


a matter of | one of great practical importance, we hope that the Court of 


Appeal will be given an opportunity of expressing an opinion 
upon it. 


Railway Carriages ahd Derelict Newspapers. 
AMERICANS have recently amused themselves by discussing 


construction of the Canadian Extradition Act (Chapter 155 of | a question as to the ownership of newspapers purchased by 
Revised Statutes, 1906) was the subject of litigation : see Atforney-| passengers in railway carriages, and after perusal deliberately 


General for the Dominion of Canada v. Fedorenko, 


This case is of | thrown aside and abandoned. 


Do these newspapers become the 


greater interest than a appear at first sight, because Canada| property of the railway company, or may they be gathered up 


is the only part of the Empire that has an Extradition Act of 
its own to the exclusion of the Imperial Extradition Act, 1870. 
Section 18 of the Act of 1870 applies to all British possessions 
that may make statutory provision for carrying into effect the 
surrender of fugitive criminals found within their borders, and in 
such possessions the Imperial Act may either be completely 
suspended or may be declared to be in force with or without | 
modification. Canada is the only British possession where the 
Act of 1870 is completely suspended and replaced by the local 
law. Like the Imperial Act, the Canadian Act makes 
provision for the arrest of a fugitive criminal irrespective of 
any formal requisition for his surrender having been 
made by the foreign Power concerned—in this case Russia. 
But, unlike the Imperial Act, the Canadian Act expressly pro- | 
vides that the Act is to be read and construed subject to the 
provisions of the particular treaty which applies. Now, the | 
treaty with Russia, like most of the extradition treaties, provides | 
that after a requisition in due form has been made by the! 
Russian Government to the British authorities the fugitive is to 
be surrendered. The Manitoba Court was of opinion that this 
meant that arrest could on'y be made after formal requisition, 


that this provision of the treaty and the provision of the} the next occupant. 


and appropriated by a fellow-passenger st any time before the 
company by some overt act has reduced them into its possession? 
The value of the newspapers and periodicals which are from 
time to time thrown aside in this fashion is considerable, and 
there can be no doubt that they are usually cullected by the 
company, acting by their servants. And it has been laid down 
in the case of South Staffordshire Water Co. v. Sharman (1896, 
2 . B. 44) that where a person bas possession of a house 
or land with a manifest intention to exercise control 
over it and the things which may be upon or in it, then 
if something is found in that land or house, whether by a 
servant or a stranger, the presumption is that the possession 
of that thing is in the owner of the /ocus in quo. But there is 
much difficulty in applying this dictum to the owner of a railway 
carriage ; the case would rather appear to be covered by the 
observations of BLACKSTONE as to the appropriation and aban- 
donment of property, “ property in moveables originally acquired 
by the first taker remains in him by the principles of universal 
law till such time as he does some other act which shews an 
intention to abandon it, for then it becomes, naturally speaking, 
publici juris once more, and is liable to be again appropriated by 
So if one is possessed of a jewel, and casts 
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it into the sea, or a public highway, this ‘is such an express | party was sufficient to give him the advantage of the consideration 
dereliction that a property will be vested in the first fortunate | furnished by the directors, and hence the agreement was a good 


finder that will seize it to his own use.” 


collectors who are their representatives. 


The Meaning of “ Efficient” Education. 


THE CASE of Levan vy. Shears (27 T. L. R. 517) is interesting 
as an illustration of the difficulty which sometimes arises in inter- | 
preting an apparently very simple provision in a statute. A | 
local education authority had enacted, with the approval of 
the Board of Trade, a byelaw which made it an offence for the | 
parent of any child between five and fourteen years of age to 


omit sending it to the authority’s schools unless there was a 
“ reasonable excuse ” for non-attendance ; and the bye-law pro- 
vided (inter alia) that it should be a reasonable excuse if the 
child were “under efficient instruction in some other manner.” 
A parent within the jurisdiction of the authority removed his 
child from their school and sent it to a private school. He was 
summoned for contravening the bye-laws, and called the mistress 


of the school to which his child was now sent to prove that it | 


received adequate instruction. The prosecution, however, con 
tended that “ eflicient ” education must mean education which 
would entitle the child, if sent to a public elementary school, to 
earn the “ efliciency ” grant-in-aid paid by the Board of Education 
for each “efficient” child. Consequently, it was argued, the 


standard of the school where the child was now educated must be | 


at least equal, as regards the subjects taught and the method of 
teaching, to that of a public elementary school. The justices, 
however, overruled this contention, but stated a case on the 
point. ‘Their decision was upheld by the Divisional Court, on 
the ground that the justices need only satisfy themselves that 
the child was being “ properly ” educated ; they need not take 
it for granted that the system which seemed good to the 
President of the Board of Education for the time being was the 
only ‘efficient ” mode of educating a child. 
however, apparently considered that if the word used had been 


“proficient” instead of “efficient” he must have come to a/| 


different decision ; and Mr. Justice DARLING based his view on 
the fact that the words “in some other manner” were employed 
in the bye-law, not the word “elsewhere.” On such small 
verbal points the interpretation of statutes and bye-laws not 
infrequently depends ! 


Agreement to Forego Debts. 


AN AGREEMENT by creditors to ac epta composition for their 
debts is, as regards the debtor, without consideration, but as 
between the creditors there are mutual considerations in the for- 
bearance of each to sue, and hence the validity of such arrange- 
ments is well established. And such an agreement, since it pro 
vides for one or more payments by the debtor, is also effectual as 
regards him ; and, according to the construction of the particular 
agreement, it may either operate as a satisfaction of the debts or 
may suspend the rights of action until dofault in payment of the 
composition : Le //atton (7 Ch., p. 726). In the recent case of 
We sf York shire Darracq lave neu Vv. Coleridge (191 l, 2 K. B. 326) 
the question arose as to the effect of an arrangement under which 
the creditors agreed to forego their debts, but there was no pro- 
vision for any payment by thedebtor. A company had gone into 
liquidation and the directors mutually agreed to give up the fees 
then owing to them. ‘The liquidator was a party to the agreement. 
Subsequently the company sued one of the directors for work done, 
and he counterzlaimed for his fees. As between the creditors 
no one of them apparently could sue for his fees in contraven- 
tion of the agreement. There were mutual considerations which 
made the agreement binding on them. On the other hand, it seems 
to have been admitted that if the liquidator had not been a party, 
the company would not have been entitled to set up the agree- 
ment. And though he was a party, he gave no consideration 
whereby he could purchase the benefit of the agreement. 


Horripee, J., held, however, that the mere fact of his being a | in the judgments of the Divisional Court, and makes it somewhat 





It would appear, 
therefore, that the law favours the vigilant, and that the 
passenger who watches his opportunity and is the first to lay 
bands upon a rejected newspaper acquires a good title to it as 
against the owners of the carriage and the guards and ticket 


Mr. Justice BANKES, | 


defence to the counterclaim. 


Indorsement of Service. 

THE DECISION of the Court of Appeal in Hamp-Adams v. Hall 
(ante, p. 647) calls attention to the fact that one at least of the 
| R.S.C.—that relating to indorsement of service—-is fandamental, 
and no waiver will cure its non-observance. According to ord. 
9, r. 15, the person serving a writ of summons must, within 
three days at most after the service, indorse the date of service, 
“otherwise the plaintiff shall not be at liberty, in case of non- 
| appearance, to proceed by default” ; and the atfidavit of service 
must mention the day on which the indorsement was made. 
In the present case the action was for assault and there was no 
‘appearance. Judgment was obtained by default and the damages 
| were assessed at £1,500 in the Sheriff's Court, where also the 
| defendant did not appear. Apparently he first discovered the 
result from the newspapers. After some intermediate applications 
attacking the verdict, he applied to BUCKNILL, J., at chambers 
to quash the proceedings on the ground of noncompliance with 
the above rule. The plaintiff on the 23rd of November, 1°10, 
had obtained an order for substituted service by registered letter 
addressed to the defendant at bis club. Service was effected in this 
manner on the 24th of November, but the process server did not 
make the necessary indorsement until the 30th. Apparently 
BUCKNILL, J., considered that this noncompliance with the rule 
bad been waived, for he declined to stay the proceedings ; but 
the Court of Appeal have beld that it was not an irregularity 
which could be waived. The result of the omission was to render 
the writ void, so that the subsequent proceedings were wholly 
irregular. It is possible that on the particular facts of the case 
the defendant had been taken by surprise, and the decision would 
have been more satisfactory if it had proceeded on the particular 
facts. But as a mater of principle it is not clear why an 
irregularity of this kind should not, like other irregularities, be 
subject to waiver in a case where the defendant takes steps in 
the proceedings with knowledge, or the means of knowledge, that 

it has oceurred. 


| 
| 





Misconduct on the Part of a Solicitor. 


UNUSUAL interest must inevitably be taken by solicitors and by 
members of the general public in the decision of the Divisional 
Court which last week suspended Mr. ARTHUR EDWARD 
Newton from practising as a solicitor for a period of twelve 
months upon a report made by the Law Society under sec- 
tions 12-15 of the S»licitors Act, 1888. The charge which had 
heen made against Mr. Newton, and which was found to be 
proved, both by the society and by the Divisional Court, was 
laid in the following terms (the italics are ours) : 

“That the respondent, having in his capacity as a solicitor, ‘ 
obtained access to his client one HawLEY Harvey Crippen, when 4 
convict detained in his Majesty's prison, Pentonville, abused tv 
privilege extended to him and wilfully published through the medium 
of certain newspapers false statements relating to Crippen, well 
knowing them to be false, and further aided and abetted the editor of 
one of the newspapers in question to disse minate false in ormatum 
purporting to emanate from Crippen, whereby the public might ' 
decerved, 

Before commenting on those terms we will merely say in pass- 
ing that, in view of the fact that an appeal to a higher tribunal 
is open to Mr. Newron—for the application is not “a criminal 
cause or matter” within section 47 of the Judicature Act, 1873— 
we do not propose to express any opinion on the merits of the 
case. We will merely consider the legal questions which arise 
from the facts which the court held to be proved, and as to 
which, as well as to such legal questions, it is open to the Court 
of Appeal to come to a different conclusion. 

Now, the terms of the charge appear to put the misconduct on 
three different grounds, which, however, it does not clearly 
distinguish from one another. The same failure to state with 
precision the exact nature of the misconduct found proved appears 
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difficult to appreciate the actual principle which lies behind the | 


decision. Those three different grounds, as implied in the charge, 
and suggested in the judgments of one or other of the three 
judges who heard the case, are as follows :— 
(1) Abuse of professional confidence reposed in the legal 
adviser by his client. 


(2) Abuse of professional privilege of legal access to a prisoner 


granted by the Prison Commissiouers. 
(3) Aiding and abetting the publication of false information 
relating to a convicted prisoner so as to deceive the public. 
The first two grounds are strictly ‘“ professional” misconduct, 
but differ in a very important respect, since one is an offence 
against the client, while the other is an offence against the 


execution of his sentence. The third ground, however, is not 


“professional” misconduct at all; it seems to suggest that the | tiie y , 
| duty ends, and the communication of information to the press 


respondent bas aided or abetted an attempt to pervert the course 
of justice. Now it is, of course, settled law that “ misconduct ” 
such as to invoke the disciplinary jurisdiction either of the 
Master of the Rolls or of the Divisional Court need not be “ pro- 
fessional.” In 1905 a solicitor who became a bookmaker was 
struck off the rolls: Re 4 Solici/or (93 L.T. 838). Indeed, it 
has been laid down as generally true that a solicitor will be 


struck off the rolls where he has been convicted, or ought to be 


convicted, of some crime of a heinous nature: fe Elton (1897, 
13 T. L. R. 392) and Re Cooper (1898, 67 L. J. Q. B. 276). 
general principle has been put still more widely in the cases of 
Re Blake (1860, 3 El. & El. 34) and Le Weare (1893, 2 Q. B. 
$39) ; 


The | 





} 


problem of literary biography has remained unsolved as the result 
of Dr. LUSHINGTON’S chivalrous loyalty to his professional duty, 
no lawyer who cherishes the best traditions of his profession can 
regret his constancy. 

The other suggested ground of “ professional ” misconduct— 
namely, the breach of a duty to the court or the Prison Com- 
missioners involved in an improper use of the access to the 
prisoner afforded to his legal adviser—is one upon which there 
is no clear authority, and on which, therefore, it is not easy to 
comment. It has been decided that a solicitor must act in the 
interests of his client, and must not use legal processes to assist 
private ends of his own: //arbin v. Masterman (1896, 1 Ch. 351). 
But now-a-days a solicitor who has defended a convicted prisoner 


court by whose judgment the prisoner is being held for the is often under a duty to his client to use the influence of the 


press in order to draw public attention to his case and to secure 
the exercise of the prerogative of mercy. Where exactly that 


becomes an officious and improper act, is extremely hard to say ; 
nor have any of the judgments delivered in Newton's case given 
much assistance in answering the question. If the case should 
go to the Court of Appeal, we hope that that tribunal will 
endeavour to lay down some clear rule upon this point for the 
guidance of the profession. 


Fines for Licence to Assign. 


THE provision of section 3 of the Conveyancing Act, 1892, 


the ground there suggested is conduct, either criminal, or | prohibiting the exacting of a fine for a licence to assign, has been 


so dishonest or unprofessional as to unfit him to remain an officer | responsible for sc me interesting decisions, the latest being that 


of the court. 


factory one. The only criminal offence which the facts suggest 


This vague ground is, however, a very unsatis- | of the Court of Appeal in //’est v. Guwywne (1911, 2 Ch. 1), upon 


The 


which we bave already shortly commented (anf, p. 546). 


in the present case is that of a conspiracy between solicitor and | section provides that in all leases containing a covenant against 


editor to pervert the course of justice—but it is difficult to see 
how such an indictment would lie where the course of justice 
has been completed by the sentence on the prisoner and the 
affirmance of that sentence by the Court of Criminal Appeal. It 
is probable, therefore, that the present decision will not be relied 
on as a precedent to justify the suspension of a solicitor for 
“misconduct ” which comes under the third ground. The 
decision must be justified on one or other of the two first 
grounds, where the “misconduct” alleged is of a specifically 
professional nature. 

Of those two grounds, the first is much the more satisfactory 
basis, alike on reasons of legal principle and in the public interest. 
It is well-settled law that a solicitor must manage the business 
entrusted to him with fidelity and good faith ; he must keep his 
clients’ secrets: Taylor vy. Blacklow (1836, 3 Bing. N. C. 235). He 
must not disclose any information given bim by his client 
for the purposes of his case, even though unnecessarily : Cleav 
v. Jones (1852, 21 L. J. Ex. 105). It follows that only the 
express authorization of his client could justify a solicitor in 
making public any comments on his own case made to him by 
a convicted prisoner lying under sentence of death. Certainly a 
bargain with a newspaper to furnish such information in return 
for assistance in the payment of costs could only be defended 
on the express instructions of the client. Solicitors generally 
will readily recognize this principle ; and all fair-minded people 
will admit that the profession as a whole honourably maintain 
in this respect a high tradition. Indeed, betrayal by a lawyer 
of professional confidence is extremely rare ; and in one cele 
brated case this rule was carried out to an extent which 
some people have regarded as punctilious. Lady Byron had 
confided to her legal adviser, Dr. LUSHINGTON, those eccentricities 
of her famous husband which rendered it, in his opinion and 
hers, impossible for her to live with Lord Byron. Forty years 
later, when Lord and Lady Byron had both long been dead, 
Dr. LuSHINGTON lay on his own deathbed. In the interests of 





assigning, underletting, or parting with the possession of the 
demised premises without licence or consent, such covenant shall, 
unless the lease contains an expressed provision to the contrary, 
be deemed to be subject to a proviso to the effect that no fine 
or sum of money in the nature of a fine shall be payable for 
or in respect of such licence or consent; but the proviso is not 
to preclude the right to require the payment of a reasonable sum 
in respect of any legal or other expense incurred in relation to 
the licence or consent. 

ibe question as to the nature of the fine against which the 
statute was directed was discussed in /Vaite v. Jennings (1906, 
2K. B. 11). Ordinarily, of course, it implies the exaction of a 
sum of money, but in that case all that the lessor required was 
that the proposed assignee should enter into fresh covenants, 
and this he in fact did. ‘The lease was for twenty-one years from 
1895, and by an indenture preliminary to an assignment in 
1902 the lessors granted a licence to assign, and the assignee, 
JENNINGS, in consideration of the licence, covenanted with the 
lessors to pay the rent reserved by, and perform the covenants con 
tained in, the lease. ‘There was a further assignment by licence, 
and the subsequent assignee failed to pay a quarter's rent, where- 
upon the lessors sued JENNINGS on his covenant. The defence 
was, that since the covenant was exacted from him as a condition 
for the licence to assign to himself, it was in the nature of a 
fine, and was rendered unenforceable by section 3 of the Act of 
1892. But, assuming it to have been in the nature of a fine, 
the Court of Appeal were agreed that this did not invalidate 
the covenant. Section 3 does not make the payment of a fine 


| illegal ; it only inserts in the lease a provision that no fine shall 


history and literature he was pressed to reveal the secret he | 


alone knew ; but he resisted the pressure, and did so avowedly 
on the ground that he would be setting a bad example to his 
profession if he were to disclose a confidence which his client 
had not authorized him to reveal. The maintenance of this 
principle is so important that, even although an important 


be payable in respect of the licence. If, notwithstanding such 
statutory provision, the assignee in fact pays the fine and takes 
the assignment, nothing illegal has been done. ‘The fine, if in 
money, cannot be reclaimed ; and similarly, if it consists in a 
covenant, there is no illegality in the consideration or otherwise 
which makes the covenant unenforceable. 

It follows that an intending assignee must insist on the benefit 
of section 3 before the fine is paid ; but the above decision left it 
undetermined whether the exacting of the covenant in question 
was in the nature of a fine. Section 2 (ix ) of the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881, defines “fine” as including a “ premium or toregift, 
and any payment, consideration, or benefit in the nature of a fine, 
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premium, or foregift.” A covenant by the assignee gives the | thus the relief against forfeiture which it allows to an underlessea 
lessor a benefit which he would not obtain by the mere assign- | is not subject to the restrictions of section 14: Imray v. Oakshette 
ment. He gets the liability of the assignee for the whole of the | (1897, 2 Q. B. 218), Gray v. Bonsall (1904, 1 K. B. 601); and 
residue of the lease, instead of for such period only as he remains | the scope of its application bas apparently to be determined 
assignee, and according to MOULTON, L.J., this is a benefit in ; without reference to the Act of 1881. 
the nature of a fine which is within the statute. VAUGHAN In general, no doubt, a statute is not to be construed so as to 
WILLIAMS and STIRLING, L.JJ., intimated a contrary view, the | have a retrospective operation, unless such a construction appesrs 
former observing that there was merely a covenant to secure the | clearly in the terms of the Act, or arises by necessary and dis- 
rent, and not a covenant to pay any money over and above the | tinct implication: see Maxwell on the Interpretation of Statutes 
rent reserved. But it seems reasonable to propose as the test | (4th ed.), p. 322, referred to by KeNNeDy, L.J., in the present 
whether the lessor, by insisting on his requirement, secures any | case. But section 3 of the Act of 1892 expressly applies to “all 
advantage which he would not secure by the mere assignment, | leases,” so that primé facie the Legislature intended it to affect 
and it is quite possible that, if the question again arises, the! leases made before, as well as those made after, the commence- 
opinion of Moutton, L..J,, will be preterred. ment of the Act. And the inconvenience to lessees which the Act 
It was suggested by VAUGHAN WiLttams, L.J., in //’aile v. | was intended to remedy is irrespective of the date of the lease. 
Jennings (supra) that, in a case where the lessor insists on pay-| More ver, although the Act of 1892 is not in terms consolidated 
ment of a fine, the effect is to make a licence unnecessary, so | with section 14 of the Act of 1881, yet it deals with the same 
that the lessee is at once enabled to make an effectual assign- | matters, and if section 14 is expressed to be general, it is reason- 
ment without licence, and this was indorsed by Cozens-Harpy, | able to conclude that the later section is intended to have the same 
M.R., in Andrew v. Bridgman (1908, 1 K. B. 596). The circum | effect. There was, indeed, a tendency in the Court of Appeal in 
stances, indeed, as the Master of the Rolls pointed out, are | the present case to disregard the two decisions referred to above, 
analogous to those where the covenant against assignment | and to treat the Act of 1892 as a rider to, and not independent 
without consent is qualified by the proviso that the landlord’s | of, the Act of 1881. But however this may be, it was held that 
consent shall not be unreasonably withheld. A well-known line | the later Act was unrestricted in its scope and applied, therefore, 
of cases have established that the lessor does not impliedly | to a lease before its commencement. 
covenant not to withhold his consent unreasonably, but the 
effect, if the consent is unreasonably withheld, is to release the 








lessee from the obligation of the covenant, and to enable him R . 
to assign without obtaining any licence. The same principle eviews. 
seems to apply where the lessor requires payment of a fine. : 

PP pe International Law. 


This requirement is a breach of the statutory provision intro 
iluced into the lease by section 3 of the Conveyancing Act, 1892, 
and it leaves the lessee at liberty to assign without licence. But 
in Andrew v. Bridgman, as in Waite v. Jennings, it was not 


INTERNATIONAL Law. By F. E. Surru, K.C. Fourtrn_ Epirioy. 
By J. Wyure, Barrister-at-Law. J. M. Dent & Sons (Limited). 
This is a handy manual of International Law, and as the first 

: : , ‘ in 1900—the present volume being the fourth 

. = wide dna ? d , | edition only appeared in e: i 

~~ essary to fy ide the point. In Andi “ LY. Briigm a. the it has evidently been found useful. There is nothing unconventional 

essor required payment ot £45 as a condition for giving | jn its arrangement. After an interesting introductory chapter, 

licence toassign. The lessee objected, but ultimately paid this | Part I. deals with Nomenclature and Sources, International Persons, 
sum, and then brought the action to recover it as being an| &c., Part II. with Rights and Obligations in Time of Peace, Part 
illegal payment made under protest and under duress. But, for | [1]. with Belligerency, and Part LV. with the Rights and Duties of 
the reasons stated in // wile v..Jennings, the payment was not illegal, Neutral Powers. The point of view taken in the introductory 


. . ; . ° . > j 2 i lf awve $ ts a 
and, according to the finding of CHANNELL, J., at the trial, the | Chapter will commend itself to most lawyers, and represen 
‘ B g ’ “| middle doctrine—that International Law is substantially inchoate 


< , _ Vi 8 . i c » ‘ 48 > . . 4 
payment was not in fact made under protest _ |law which may possibly never reach maturity. At the end 
It was an obvious inference from Andrew v. Bridgman that, in| of the book are several Appendixes, comprising the Convention 
a case where the lessor insists on a fine, the lessee ought not| for the establishment of an International Prize Court which 
to pay under protest and then seek to recover the money, but| is printed as a schedule to the Naval Prize Bill, and a 


should refuse to pay and forthwith assign without licence. The| note on the controversy about the Declaration ot London. 
; Che author and the present editor are in favour of the Declaration, 


practical difficulty, however, is 1e validity of the assign- - ae : . 
F - , aS hon y - 7 al lich ry ro = yi “ } oe and an excellent case is made out for it—the note, in fact, constitutes 
meéut will have to be established on future dealings with the | 914 df the best sume of arguments pro and con on this subject 
lease by evidence of the circumstances which made the licence | ¢),4t has yetappeared. As to matters dealt with in the body of the 
unnecessary, and this evidence it may not be possible to furnish. | hook, they are asa rule up to date. Savarkar's case is mentioned 
be recent case of //’est v. Gwynne (supra) shews that the proper | in sufficient detail, and the es eo oe 
course to adopt is the same as in cases where the lessor unreason- | is_ referred to in more than one place, though somewhat more 
ably refuses his consent, that is, to bring an action for a declara- | ight bave been made . the principles on which ~ ee r a 
, “bo ey . ague T'ri ‘ ' se There is » omission which wil 
tion that the lessee is entitled to assign without consent : see | H#gue Tribunal was based. There is one Meng regen Rig 
Vouna v. Ashley Gardens P 1903. 2Ch. 112). The C f probably be rectified in the next edition —nothing is said of Rights to 
oung V. Aaniey Wardens Froperstes ( L9UD, 3 UR. 2). eCourtol | the Air. These will have to be dealt with in the near future by 
Appeal affirmed the dicta im the earlier cases as to the ofect of | international text-book writers, and in the meantime reference might 
the demand of a fine, and held that the lessee was entitled to a | have been made to the discussions which have already taken place at 














declaratory order. Moreover, it overruled the singular view | various conferences and congresses. 
adopted in Jenkins v. Price (1907, 2 Ch. 229) and Frans v. Levy! 
(1910, 1 Ch. 452), that the lessee had no cause of action and | Book of the Week. 


, . | 
therefore could not be allowed costs. Whether technically he 
has a cause of action or not, if he successfully applies to the 
court for a declaratory order, he is entitled to the benefit of the 
rule that costs follow the event, and this the Court of Appeal 
recognized. 

The main point, however, dealt with in J/’est v. Gwynne (supra) 
was whether section 3 of the Conveyancing Act, 1892, applies A little Jewees of not more than twelve summers led her blind father 
. pe ‘ ° into the Whitechapel County Court, says the Hrening Standard, to 
to leases made before the commencement of the Act. Section prefer a claim due to him ’ The little girl stepped into the witness 
14 : the Conveyancing Act, 1881, expressly applies to leases | ox. and without hesitation told the story of her father’s claim in 4 
made either befure or after the commencement of that Act, and | perfectly coherent and grammatical manne The girl then cross 
had there been in the later Act a direction that it should be | examined the defendant as to the sale of some “7 ep a 
: . } que y asising, ‘“‘I ; , ed to an 2 ; é answere 
treated as part of the earlier, it would naturally have been sub- | (ently emphasising, “I am entitled to an anewer. I aan cee onal 
eC h > 118) ' . licati os B h N | your question, and I insist upon an answer to mine. e cat v 
ject to t 16 saine provision as to its app ication. ut the Act) won by the little Portia, but only for a small amount as compared with 
of 1892, it has been held, ranks as an independent enactment ; the original claim. 


Contracts.—Principles of the Law of Contracts. By the late 
S. Martin Leake, Barrister-at-Law. Sixth Edition. By A. 
| RANDALL, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 
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Correspondence. 


The Law Society and the University of London. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—I am pleased to see that the Law Society consider it 
expedient to endeavour to secure arrangements with the University 
of London for the society's se examination to be recognized 
by the university in lieu, wholly or pro tanto, of the matriculation 
examination of the university. 

On behalf of young country solicitors of ten or fifteen years’ 
standing I would suggest that the university should accept the 
preliminary examination of the Law Society wholly, and thus enable 
them to read for a law degree. The external side of the university 
makes it possible for men in practice to proceed to a degree. The 
modern articled clerk is well provided for, and has chances of study 
that older men had not ; the present youth taking in most cases a 
preliminary examination that will enable him to be articled, and at 
the same time obtain a law degree either at London or in one of the 
modern universities. 

I suggest that some concession ought to be given to older men 
over and above what modern men receive, unless, of course, the 
preliminary examination of the Law Society is wholly accepted. I 
trust this matter will be kept alive and some satisfactory arrange- 
ments come to. SUBSCRIBER, 





A Visitor to Solicitors. 
{To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—Referring to your correspondent’s letter of the 8th inst., 
appearing in the current issue of the Soricitors’ JOURNAL, we 
received a visit on the-3rd of February last from a person who styled 
himself Frederick Walsh, and gave his address as 64, Milner-square, 
Islington. 

This person claimed to be entitled to head rents, amounting to 
£201 per annum, of certain property in Ireland, knownas the Keylong 
Estate, and he desired to obtesn from us an advance on the security 
of the said rents. In support of his title he produced a letter pur 
— to have been written to him on the 2nd of February, 1911, 
rom the office of a Mr. Patrick Reidon, solicitor, of 19, Molesworth- 
street, Dublin, according to which the said head rents—stated to be 
clear of mortgages— reverted absolutely to the said Frederick Walsh, 
and were payable on the Ist of March and the Ist of September in 
each year, and that Mr. Reidon, who was away until the 15th of 
February, would no doubt upon his return advance £20 on account 
of the next half-year’s rent. 

We wrote Mr. Reidon inquiring what steps would be necessary 
to prove Mr. Walsh’s title, but such letter was returned to us 
through the Post Office. We then caused inquiries to be made in 
Dublin, and found that there was no solicitor on the rolls of the 
name of “ Patrick Reidon,” and that 19, Molesworth-street, 
Dublin, was a private hotel. 

It is possible that this Mr. Frederick Walsh is identical with the 
person who visited your correspondent and gave the name of Henry 
Gould. J.& M. Soromon. 

58, Finsbury-pavement, E.C., July 17. 





Finance (190g-10) Act, 1910—Land Value. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—I have recently had a correspondence with the Inland 
Revenue authorities as to whether the residue of a term of years, 
now amounting to ten years only, comes within the definition in 
section 41 of an “interest” in the land so as to be liable to incre- 
ment value duty under section 1 (a). 

My contention is that no such claim arises under the circum- 
stances. 

The authorities hold the contrary view, on the ground, as they 
contend, that it is a “leasehold interest under a lease for a term 
of years ” exceeding fourteen years. 

he facts are these: A. B., the vendor, is the holder by assign- 
ment from the original lessee of a repairing lease of a dwelling- 
house and a ypurtenances for the residue of a term of twenty-one 
years Pramas in 1890 at a rent of £80 a year. He has been in pos- 
session under the lease for six years and has expended in structural 
alterations nearly £200. 

A. B. now assigns his interest in the lease for the residue of the 
term in consideration of a premium of £100, which does not recoup 
him what he has spent on the premises. 

maintain that the official view is wrong for the following 
reasons : 

(1) The Act is a penal one (section 4 (2) ), hence must be construed 


(2) In order to ~~ the official view one must introduce into 
section 41, immediately after the words “under a lease,” the words 
“originally granted.” 

(3) If it had been the intention of the Legislature to so render 
liable a term of ten years only, they should have so provided in 
unmistakeable language instead of leaving it to be implied from the 
loose language of section 41. 

(4) Other sections in the Act indicate fairly clearly, I submit, 
what was the general intention of the Legislature in regard to lease- 
hold interests--namely, that fourteen years was the extreme limit in 
respect of which liability to increment duty attaches : see section 1 (a) 
and section 4 (2), where the owner is liable to duty on the grant of 
any lease exceeding fourteen years ; see also section 6 (1), where a 
corporate body pays only once in fifteen years, and has a clear run 
until the 5th of April, 1914. 

(5) Were the official contention right, then one single day only held 
under a lease originally granted for over fourteen years might, if 
a premium were paid on its transfer, be liable to duty. 

(6) Is it right to speak of a lease, which was originally granted for 
twenty-one years, but of which eleven yearshave expired, as “a lease 
for a term of years” exceeding fourteen years within section 41 ? 
To my mind it would appear just as absurd to call a purse, which in 
1900 contained twenty-one £5 notes, but which now only contains 
ten £5 notes, as still a purse containing not less than fourteen £5 
notes. 

I shall esteem it a favour if any of your readers who have had 
occasion to consider Part I. of the Act critically in this connection 
will be good enough to give me the benefit of their reading. 

Lex. 


The Circuits. 


With regard to the Order in Council which we printed last week 
(ant, p. 651), afresh issue of the order has been made which is 
“directed to be substituted for the copy already circulated.” 
The only alterations we can discover are the insertion under “ Autumn 
Circuit ” “ Northern ” of the words (“Civil and Criminal”) after the 
words “Liverpool (2)” and “Manchester (2),” and the insertion 
under “Autumn Circuit” “ Midland” of the words (“Civil and 
Criminal”) after the words “ Birmingham (2).” 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords, 


KEATES +, LEWIS MERTHYR CONSOLIDATED COLLIERIES (LIW.). 
30th May; 17th July. 


° 
MASTER AND Servant—Diseute Between Emptoyer AND WORKMAN 

SUBSISTING CI AIMS Jt RISDICTION OF Court or SUMMARY JURISDIC 

TION TO Apsust AND Set Orr—Ser Orr or Empioyer’s CLAm For 

DamMaces AGatnst WorkMmeN’s WaGes—EmpLoyers aND WORKMEN 

Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict c. 90), ss. 3 (1), 4. 

Upon the hearing of a summons by+-employers against a workman 

under the Employers cad Workmen Act, 1875, claiming damages for 
breach of contract to work, the employers shewed that certain wage 
were due from them to the workman and asked that the ‘‘ claim”’ for 
damages and costa and the claim” for wages might be adjusted and 
eet off the one against the other, under section 3 (1) of the Act. The 
workman had, in fact. put forward no claim to wages The magistrate 
awarded damages to the employera, and found as a fact that a sum had 
been earned by and was due to the workman for wages and was pay 
able two days subsequent to the day on which the summons was heard 
He held the waqes constituted a ‘‘claim”’ on the part of the workman, 
and he set off the claim for damages and the claim for wages the one 
against the other. 
Held, that the magistrate had jurisdiction to treat the indehtednes 
of the employers to the workman for wages as a subsisting claim, and 
therefore, there being a dispute between the employers and the work 
man, the magistrate had power to adjust and set off under the section. 
Decision of Court of Appeal (Fletcher Moulton, L.J., dissenting) (54 
Souticrrors’ Jovrnat, 522; 1910, 2 K. B. 445) affirmed. 


Appeal by the defendant Keates from a decision of the Court of 
Appeal dismissing by a majority an order of the Divisional Court 
which order dismissed an appeal by the present appellant on a case 
stated from a judgment of a stipendiary magistrate sitting at Ponty 
pridd, Glamorgan. Keates was employed as a collier by the respon 
dents. the Lewis Merthyr Consolidated Collieries (Limited). Admit 
tedly, he wrongfully absented himself from work on the Wth of May 
1909 (as did some others of the men), with the result that there was : 
temporary stoppage of part of the works. The practice of the com 








strictly against the Crown. 


pany was to pay the hands fortnightly, but the fortnight’s money was 
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not due till the following weak 
at work a week ahead of their wages. The stipendiary magistrate 
found that Keates had broken his contract of service wrongfully, and 
he awarded the company 5s. 9d. and 5s. 6d. costs. The company 
claimed the right to set off these damages and costs against wages 
which Keates would draw on pay day, which was two daye subsequent 
to the date of the hearing of the summons, and which amounted to 
£1 15s. 8d. The question whether they could claim this devended 
upon whether or not section 3 of the Act of 1875 applied. That sec- 
tion provided that a judge having summary jurisdiction should have 
power to order a set off where any “ subsisting claim ’’ wae put for- 
ward ‘‘on the part either of the employer or of the workman.’’ The 
application for a set off was opposed, it being contended on Keates’ 
behalf that those words did not mean or include a right in the work 
man to wages not formulated or put forward by him, for a right to 
wages paid, the amount of which was not in dispute, was not a claim 
at all. The magistrate ruled against this contention, and his ruling 
was upheld by the majority of the Divisional Court (Darling, J., dis- 
senting), and again by the majority of the Court of Appeal (Fletcher 
Moulton, L.J., expressing concurrence with Darling, J.). Keates then 
appealed to this House After argument, judgment was reserved 
Lord ATKINSON read a long judgment, in the course of which he said 
the question resolved iteelf into what was the construction to be put 
upon section 3 of the Act of 1875, which gave inferior courts power to 
adjust and set off claims which the employer or workman had a right 
to make. The object of the statute was obviously to promote indus- 
trial peace, and he thought that the very wide and special jurisdiction 
given the judge for this object a not be ousted by saying, as the 
ontended, that it must be limited to those claims only put 


appellant 

forward in those proceedings by the person who had a right to make 
them In his opinion the juriadi tion given gave the stigentian; magis 
trate power to make the order for a set off The judgment of the 
Court of Appeal affirming the magistrate’s order wae therefore right 


and this ippeal should he d smissed 


Lord SuHaw and Lord Gorett concurred 


Lord Rosson read a judgment to the same effect He pointed out 
that the scope of the enactment was very wide It directed the magis 
trate to adjust all claims between the parties which the court ‘ finds 
to be subsisting The Leyislature could = s« arcely be taken to have 


intended that the magistrate might find a claim for wages to be in 
fact subsisting between the parties and yet be unable to deal with it 
in settling the whole account because the workman had not thought it 
necessary to sue for it 

Lord Loresurn, L.C., moved that the appeal should be dismissed 
that he concurred in the oem delivered 
Order accordingly CounseL, Bailhache, K.C., John Sankey, K.C., and 
Clive Lawrence, for the appellant ; Danckwerts, K.C., and Trevor 
Lewis, for the respondents Soticrrors, Smith, Rundell, & Dode. for 
Vorgan, Bruce, Nicholas, & James, Pontypridd ; Bell, Brodrick. a 
(jray, for C. & W. Kenehole, Aberdare. 

[Reported by Exsxrve Rep, Barrister-at-Law.) 


with costs, intimating 


High Court—King’s. Bench 
Division. 
MUNICIPAL ELECTION PETITIONS FROM THE BOROUGH OF 


SHAFTESSURY. FORRESTER +. NORTON. BORLEY AND 
OTHERS v. NORTON. Div. Court. i2th July. 


MunicipaL Evection Law——Boroven Counctr—De Facto CounciLior 
rok More THAN Twetve Montus—INntTeRest IN CONTRACT WITH 
CounctL—ELecTion AS ALDERMAN AND Mayor—VatLipity or—Muvn1 
cipaL Corporations Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. c. 50), ss. 12, 13, 14 
(3), 15 (1), anp 73 


By section 12 of the Municipal Corporations ir?t, 1882, a person 
shall be disqualifped for being ¢ or and for being a councillor (of a 
borough « puncil) if he has any interest in a contract with the council 
By cection 14 @ person shall not be qualified to he elected or to be an 
alderman unlesa he ia a councillor or qualified to hea councillor. and 
section 15 provides that the mayor 1 to he elected jrom among the 
qualified as auch By section 73 
in question within twelve months 


aldermen or councillors or persons 
every muni ipal election not alled 
after the election either by election petition or by information in the 
nature of a quo warranto shall be deemed to have been to all intents a 
q wid and valid election 

W waa elected a councillor of a horough council on the lat of Novem 
her, 1909, and on the Oth of November, 1910, he was elected hy the 
Throughout the period between the 


had an interest in a continuing 


coun 1 vean olde man and mayer 
election in 1909 and that in 1910 UW 
contract with the council 

Held, that on the Sth of November, 1910, W was a ** councillor 
within the meaning of sections 14 and 15 of the Municipal ( orporations 
Act, 1882, and so was duly elected an alderman and mayor of the 


Coun ul 


Case stated in the matter of two municipal election petitions by 
Mr. Morton Smith, pursuant to the order of Channell, J., on the 
to the said petition being unable to agree to the forms of a special case. 


In other weeds, the men were » always | 





parties | 


‘ 








The facts the case and the material sections of the Municipal Cor- 
porations Act, 1882; appear sufficiently from the head-note (ubi sup.). 
Cmax, J.—I have felt more difficulty than my brother in deciding 
this case, but . see no reason why we should further consider it. The 
first point that arises is the disqualific ation of the respondent unde: 
section 12 of the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, which provides 
that a person shal] be disqualified for being elected and for being a 
councillor if and while he has directly or indirectly any share or in 
terest in any contract or employment with, by, or on behalf of the 
council. Now, the learned counsel for the respondent asks us te read 
the words in the section ‘disqualified . . . . for being a coun 
cillor’’ as meaning *‘ disqualified for acting as a councillor.’’ I do 
not think we can go as far as that, although | agree that is the pra 
tical effect of it. There is no power for the borough council to de 
clare the office vacant, as in bankruptcy. The practical difficulty in 
the way of a disqualified councillor who has an interest in a contract 
with the council is that he will be liable to penalties. And so the 
section provided that he is disqualified for being elected and for being 
a councillor. But in my view the case of Reg. v. Beer (1903, 2 K. B 
693) involves the decision that the words ‘‘ for being a councillor ’’ in 
section 12 of the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, mean ‘ for holding 
the office of a councillor." The court in that case said in express 
terms that the same matter was referred to in both sections—the se 
tion we are now considering and section 32 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883. The words in section 12 are ‘‘ for being a councillor,’ and the 
words in section 32 are ** for holding the office 
of councillor,’’ and the court was of opinion that the two phrases had 
the same meaning. But I do not go the whole length of holding all 
that for which the learned counsel for the respondent contends. When 
one comes to sections 14 and 15 of the Municipal Corporations Act, 
1882, one finds there is practically no difference between them. By 
section 14 a person shall not be qualified to be elected or to be an 
alderman unless he is a councillor or qualified to be a councillor, and 
by section 15 the mayor is to be elected by the council from among 
the aldermen or councillors or persons qualified to be such. The pro 
vision that an alderman may be a person “‘ qualified to be a councillor ”’ 
is an amendment of the former Act. Now what do the words in the 
two sections mean’ It is conceded that the respondent had been 
in fact elected a councillor and in fact had been a councillor for 
more than a year before his election as an alderman. By section 73 
of the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882 :—‘* Every municipal election 
not called in question within twelve months after the election, either 
by election petition or by information in the nature of a quo warranto, 
shall be deemed to have been to all intents a good and valid election.’ 
So at the time when the respondent was elected an alderman his 
election as a councillor could not have been called in question. It was 
to all intents a good and valid election. But though that is so, hold 
ing the view I do as to the meaning of the language in section 12, 
it seems to me that the respondent could have been ousted from his 
office as councillor by a guo warranto if he continued to act as a coun 
cillor whilst his interest in the contract continued. It is to be observed 
that the holding of the contract is only a temporary disqualification 
because it is only while he holds the contract that he is disqualified 
This particular contract appears to have been a continuing contract ; 
but though that was so, it was one which, it would appear, the re 
spondent could have put an end to at any time he pleased. It was 
therefore, only a temporary disqualification. The respondent was in 
this position : he was not only a councillor de facto, but one who had 
held that office for more than a year before his election as an alderman. 
Mandamus could not go that the council should elect: some body else, 
though under some circumstances it may be that a quo warranto would 
lie. In these circumstances it would be difficult for us to hold that 
the respondent was not a “ councillor ’’ within the meaning of section 14 
(3). The learned counsel for the petitioner is obliged to read that 
section as saying :—‘‘ Unless he is a qualified councillor or qualified 
to be a councillor,”’ I personally should have difficulty, and my brother 
still more difficulty, in saying that where a man is in fact a councillor 
and could only be ousted by quo warranto that he is not a councillor 
within the meaning of the section. I hesitate to say that de facto 
a, are in all cases councillors within the meaning of section 
14, because a man may be elected a councillor on the lst of November, 
and then by reason of that election may be elected a mayor or alderman 
or the following 9th of November, the date of their election. But I 
base my decision on the ground that the respondent was a councillo 
to whom section 73 applied, and whose election therefore as a coun 
cillor could not be questioned. He was then, in my view, sufficiently 
qualified to render him eligible for election as an alderman. On these 
grounds I think that the petition must be dismissed. 
gave judgment to the same effect.—Counsex for the 
petitioners, Willoughby Williams ; for the respondents, Dickens, K.C., 
and Graham Trapnell. Soxictrors, Busk, Mellor, & Norris, for 
Rurridge, Kent, & Forrester, Shaftesbury; W. W. Box, for P. Hall, 


Salisbury 


Bankes, J., 


[Reported by C. G. Moran. Barrister-at-Law.] 


COOKE v. RICKMAN. Div. Court. 12th and 13th July. 
Estopprt—Ciamm For Rent UnpER AGREEMENT BY SPECIALLY-INDORSED 
Writ—ApDMISSION BY Derenpant—Ciamm For FurtHer Rents 
Unper AGREEMENT—DeEFENCcE OF NO CONSIDERATION—ESTOPPEL. 
Where a defendant, when sued under order 14 hy a specially-indoraed 
writ for the amount of certain rents due to the plaintiff from the 
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defendant under an ag 
owee money for rents due under the agreement, if sued subsequently 
for further rents under the same agreement, she is estopped from 
setting up the defence that there was no consideratwn for the agree 
ment, and this is 80 although there was no specific allegation in the 
statement of claim on the specially-indorsed writ that there was con- 
sideration for the agreement. 

Appeal from the county court of Newport, Hampshire. The facts 
appear from the judgment of Bray, J., and the arguments from 
that of Bankes, J. Lhe agreement sued on was in the following 
terms: ‘‘ 1, Alice Elizabeth Rickman "’ (the defendant) ‘* do hereby 
agree, as long as my mother, Mrs. Jane Cooke (the plaintiff) is alive, 
she shall be entitled to the rent of 1, Pandora-villas, Arctic-road, 6, 
Carvel-lane, No. 1, Rose-cottages, Arctic-road, and Union Cottage, 
Park-road, all at West Cowes, Isle of Wight.’ 

Bray, J.—The question that arises in this case is whether the 
defendant is estopped from setting up as an answer to the claim in this 
case the fact that there was no consideration for the agreement upon 
which the plaintiff sued. That is the point which was raised in the 
county court, and which we have to decide here. The facts were 


reement, has filed an affidavit admitting she | to a second action attempted to put on the record a plea which was 


inconsistent with any traversable allegation in the former declaration 
i.¢., in the first action) there would be an estoppel, and he says that 


| in the first action there was a specially-endorsed writ, and all that it 


these : The plaintiff Jane Cooke had brought a previous action against | 
the defendant, and in that action she claimed £196 alleged to be due | 


as regards a certain part of it for money lent, and as to another por 
tion for the amount of certain rents due to the plaintiff from the 
defendant under an agreement of the 12th of July, 1907. 


» vu i rs 
Proceedings | 


were taken under ord. 14, and an affidavit was filed by the defendant, | 
in which she admitted that she owed some sums of money, which it | 


is immaterial to consider, in respect of rents due under this agreement, 
and judgment was given for a sum of money which included some of 
these rents, That involved, therefore, an admission that there was a 
valid agreement, dated the 12th of July, 1907. Now, the present 
action was also brought under the same agreement, to recover further 
rent in respect of these same houses, and, evidence having been given 
on behalf of the plaintiff, the defendant’s counsel submitted that there 
had been no proof of any consideration for the agreement. To that 
the plaintiff replied : ‘‘ You cannot set up that defence, because you 
are estopped from doing so by reason of what took place in the pre 
vious action. The judge held that there was no estoppel. I think 
that there was. The law on the subject was dealt with at consider 
able length in the case of Humphries v. Humphries (1910, 2 K. B. 


531). That case was not on all fours with the present, because the | 
point there was not whether a defence of no consideration could be | 


set up in a second action when it had not been set up in a previous one, 
but whether in similar circumstances the defence that there was no 
memorandum in writing to satisfy the 4th section of the Statute of 
Frauds could be raised. Therefore, as I said, that case is not pre 
cisely upon all fours with this, but when one comes to look at the 
judgments it seems to me that in effect the court did decide this point. 
I find this passage in the considered judgment of Farwell, L.J., which 
was the judgment of the court: ‘“* The rule laid down in Howlett v. 
Turte (1861, 31 L. J. C. P. 146) is confined to allegations which the 
defendant could have traversed, and does not extend to pleas which 
confessed and avoided, or to matters which were not raiseable by 


traverse, but by special plea, necessitating proof on the part of the | 


defendant.’’ It is admitted, and it could not be contended otherwise, 
that the plea of no consideration, or a denial of the agreement, which 
might or might not raise the question of no consideration, is not a 
confession or avoidance. Neither does such a plea necessitate proof 
on the part of the defendant, because it was for the plaintiff to prove 
that there was a valid agreement, and therefore it seems to me that 
the court, in deciding Humphries v. Humphries (ubi sup.) decided 
that in effect it was only in those particular cases which were men- 
tioned there that the exception relied on in Howlett v. Tarte (ubi 
eup.) prevailed. Now, Howlett v. Tarte (ubi sup.) was decided befcre 
the Judicature Act was passed, and when stricter rules of pleading 
were in force, and there is no doubt that the rules under the Judica 
ture Act involved a great deal of licence in pleading, and it is not easy 
to say whether it is necessary for the plaintiff on a specially-indorsed 
writ to say, in so many words, that there was consideration for an 
agreement alleged. I am inclined to think it is not necessary, but it 1s 
not material to consider that. Equally, it is not clear whether the 
defendant must set up in terms that there was no consideration for an 
agreement, which has been alleged. I desire to express no definite 


opinion upon either of these propositions, but I have to deal with the | 


matter according to its substance, and the substance seems to be that 
in order to avoid the rule in Howlett v. Tarte (ubi sup.) the plea 
which was not pleaded in the first action must be a confession and 
avoidance, or a special plea necessitating proof on the part of the 
defendant. A plea of no consideration does not necessitate any proof 
on the part of the defendant, and therefore it seems to me that the 


principles laid down in Humphries v. Humphries (ubi sup.) decide this | 


case. The defendant here could have raised the plea of no considera 
tion by traverse in the previous action. She did not do so, and there- 
fore, I am of opinion that she cannot do so now. For these reasons I 
think that this appeal must be allowed. 


| the damages. 


Bankes, J.—I am of the same opinion. The counsel for the | 


respondent has argued that the judgment in the previous action was 
not an estoppel in the present case, and he has presented an argument 
to us which is something in this form. He first takes the rule laid 
down in Howlett v. Turte (uhi aup.), which was that if the defendant 


| within ten days 


| Souicitors, Abbott d- Hudson; 


strted was that the pl:intiff made a claim against the defendant for 
£21, the amount of rent due from the defendant to the plaintiff under 
an agreement dated the 12th of July, 1907. He also says that there 
being in that case merely an allegation of an agreement, and no allega- 
tion of any consideration for that agreement, it cannot be said that 
there was any traversable allegation with reference to consideration, 
and consequently that the defendant was not estopped in the present 
action from setting up the want of consideration. Now, it has been 
pointed out by my brother Bray that the rule in Howlett v. Tarte 
(ubi sup.) was framed at a time when there was greater precision of 
pleading, and it could then be well ascertained under the rules then in 
force what was or was not a traversable allegation. But under the 
present system of pleading the facts upon which the parties rely, and 
nothing else, there may be a difficulty in some cases in applying that 
rule. In Humphries v. Humphries (ubi sup.), in one passage in Far 
well, L.J.’s, judgment I find this. He says: ‘ The allegation of the 


existence of the agreement raises the issue which the plaintiff has to 
prove—namely, the existence of that specific agreement as an agreement 
binding and valid at law, i.e., complying, amongst other things, with 


the requirements of the Statute of Frauds.’ Now, I quite agree with 
the counsel for the respondent to this extent, that if a person under the 
existing rules of pleading sets up in his statement of claim the 
existence of an agreement, without saying what the consideration for 
that agreement is, the defendant may, if he thinks proper, adopt the 
course of taking out a summons, either to strike out the statement of 
claim, or else requiring particulars of the consideration ; but if he does 
not adopt either of these two courses, and proceeds to trial upon the 
allegation of the existence of the agreement, without anything being 
said as to consideration, I do not think it is open to the defendant in 
a second action brought in respect of the same subject matter to say 
that there was not in the first action a traversable allegation with 
reference to consideration, because,: applying the test which was 
ipplied by Farwell, L.J., in Humphries v. Humphries (ubi sup.) to 
which I have already referred, | think that the consideration is a 
matter or an issue which the plaintiff has to prove, and that unless he 
does prove it he does not prove the existence of that specific agree 
ment as an agreement binding and valid at law. Therefore, upon that 
ground, and also upon the ground pointed out by my brother Bray, 
which rests upon a later passage in the judgment of Farwell, L.J., in 
which he deals with what is covered by the rule in Howlett v. Tarte 
(ubi sup.), 1 agree that in this particular case the first judgment was 
an estoppel, and that the judge was wrong in holding that it was not. 
That being so, I am of opinion that this appeal must be allowed 
CounseL, for the plaintiff, Grimwood Mears; for the defendant, Du 
Pareq. Soricrrors, for the plaintiff, HW. ©. Lamport, for Lamport, 
Bassett, && His th, Newport, l.o.W.; for the defendant, G. H. King 
& Franckeiss, Portsmouth. 
[Reported by C. G. Moray, Barrister-at-Law.] 


SHARPE +. HAGGITH. Coleridge, J. 14th July. 
Practice—TRIAL With A Jury—Ciaim anp CounTEeRCLAIM—WHERE 

PLAINTIFF SUCCEEDS ON THE CLAIM AND DereNDANT ON THE COUNTER 

CLAIM EVENT COUNTERCLAIM IN Excess oF Verpict ON CLAIM 

Foro or Entry or JupGMPN1 

In this action the plaintiff claimed damages for fraudulent misrepre- 
sentation, wherehy she had heen induced to purchase a business. The 
defendants denied the alleged fraud, and counterclaimed £90 15s. Qd. 
for stock-in-trade taken over by the plaintiff, and the plaintiff admitted 
a willingness to give the defendant “ credit in account against the 
damages claimed for that amount. Thee jury awarded a verdict for 
the plaintiff, with £50 damages, and found for the defendant on the 
counterclaim Coleridge, J., ¢ rercising the discretion given to him hy 
ord. 21, r. 17, inte rpreted the finding of the jury asa verdict for the 
defendant fi £40 15s Od... with costes, 

CoLeripGe, J., after stating the facts, said that, in his opinion, this 
case raised a new point. Counsel had called his attention to the case 
of Shrapnel v. Laing and Others (20 q. B. D. 335) and to other cases. 
It was contended by counsel for the defendant that judgment should be 
entered forthe defendant for £40 15s. 9d., with costs on the claim and 
counterclaim, because the damages awarded to the plaintiff on his claim 
had been more than wiped out by an admitted set-off for which credit 
had been given ‘‘on account,’’ the £90 15s. 9d. having been neither 
paid to the defendant nor into court. Counsel for the plaintiff, on the 
other hand, contended that judgment should be entered for the plaintiff 
for £50 on the claim and for the defendant for £90 15s. 9d. on the 
counterclaim, because the plaintiff had succeeded on an issue of fraud, 
and it would not be fair that he ehould have to pay the whole of the 
costs simply because he had admitted a debt exceeding the amount of 
His lordship continued as follows: I cannot find an 
authority on this point. I may be right, or I may be wrong, but I 
shal] enter judgment for the defendant for £40 15s. 9d., with costs on 
the High Court scale on the claim and counterclaim, and I shall grant 
a ¢tay of execution on payment of the amount recovered into court 
Counset, Haldenstein and (. Romer, for the plain- 
tiff: Sir Frederik Low, K.C., and Tindale Davia, for the defendants. 
Raylis, Pearce, & Co. 

[Reported by L. M. MAY, Barrister-at-Law.) 
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; charged.—-Counsei, Ryde, K.C., and Konstam; C. A. Russell, K.C.. 
PARRISE . oe ALDERMES, ABD COUNCILLORS or | and Stone. Soricrrors, Godden, Son, & Holme; W. A. Williams. 
CENEY. Warrington, J. 11th July. [Reported by J. B. €. TREGARTHEN, Barrister-at-Law.) 


RATEABLE VALUB—QUINQUENNIAL AND PROVISIONAL VALUATION LIsTS 
Limits oF OpeRATION—VatvaTION (MetTropotis) Act, 1869 (32 & 
33 Vicr. c. 67), s. 47 (8)—ConstrvsTIon. 

The plaintiff wae th cugymer of licensed within the 
metropolis, and under the London Government Act, 1899, the defendants 
were the overseere for the parish. In a provisional list (made under 
section 47 of the Valuation (Metropolis) Act, 1869), which into 
operation on the Wth of June, 1910, the rateable value of the 
was assessed at £266. 
on the 30th of May, 1910, approved by the Assesament Committee 
the Slat of October, 1910, and which came into force on the 6th of 
Apri, 1911, the rateable value of the premises wag assessed at £150. 
The question was whether the provisional list operated after the 
6th of April, 1911 

Held, that the quinquenmal list was ‘made’ in accordance with 
the meaning of the word in section 47, after the 
provisional list, and therefore superseded it on the 6th of April, 1911. 


premises 


came 


premise < 


sub-section 8. 


The plaintiff was the occupier of licensed premises at Hackney, and 
the defendants were the overseers under the London Government 
Act, 1899. In the Quinquennial Valuation List, 1905, the premises 
were assessed at the gross value of £400 and at the rateable value of 
£334. After the Finance (1909-1910) Act, 1910, which came into opera- 
tion on the 29th of April, 1910, the plaintiff required a provisional valua 
tion to be made, and the premises were inserted by the defendants in a 
provisional list made under section 47 of the Valuation (Metropolis) 
Act, 1869. On this list the rateable value of the premises was assessed 
at £266. A copy of the list was served on the plaintiff on the Wth 
of June, 1910, and came into operation on that date by section 47 (8). 
By the quinquennial list made in 1910 the rateable value of the premises 
was assessed at £150. The common seal of the defendants was affixed 
to the quinquennial list on the Wth of May, 1910; it received the 


approval of the assessment committee on the 3lst of October, 1910, 
and came into force on the 6th of April, 1911. By section 47 (8), “‘ A 
provisional list, signed as aforesaid, shall have operation from the 
date of the service by the clerk of the assessment committee of a copy 
of the list and notice on the occupier, and shall continue in force 


until the first list (supplemental or other) which is subsequently made 
comes into force."’ The question to be determined was whether, sub- 
sequent to the 6th of April, 1911, the premises rated 
according to the assessment of the provisional list or according to that 
of the quinquennial list This depended upon whether the quin 
quennial list had been ‘‘ subsequently made’ to the provisional list 
in accordance with section 47 (8). The defendants contended 
the list was ‘‘made’’ when the common seal was affixed on the Wth 
of May, 1910. The plaintiffs contended that it was ‘‘made’’ when it 
was given effect by the approval of the assessment committee on the 
30th of October, 1910 

Warrincron, J., in giving judgment, said that the general provisions 
of the Act were, in terms, that the overseers should, before 
the Ist of June, 1870, and before the Ist of June in every subsequent 
fifth year, ‘‘ make and sign "’ a valuation list, which should be subject to 
revision by the assessment committee. The revision must take place 
before the lst of November in the same year, and the list would 
come into force on the 6th of April in the following year. To meet 
eases of alteration in value during the quinquennial period, it was 
further provided that supplemental lists were to be made, comprising 


were to be 


general 


that | 


hereditaments which had suffered an increase or decrease in value, which 
' 


was subject to revision in the same way as the original list, and came 
into operation on the 6th of April. The Act further provided for 
& provisional list which might be made at any time, and which 
operated on notice being given to the occupier. It was provided by 
section 47, sub-sections 8 and 10, that a provisional list was to form 
part of the valuation list for the time being in force, and to continue 
in force until the next list that was made should come into force. 
The question in this case was what the Act meant by the words a 
‘list subsequently made.’’ Sub-section (8) referred to a list that 
was operative, and how was an operative list made’ Not by the 
writing of it out by the overseers nor by their signing it. Before it 
became operative it had to be revised by the assessment committee 
The list referred to was the result of a series of actions of different 
persons, and it was the sum of those actions which ‘“‘made”’ the list 
sub-section (8). Was he prevented from 
construction by any special and exact use of the verb 
the Act The Act was not drawn with precision 
section 47 where the grammar and phraseology 
lead one to suppose that terms had been used 
6 was relied on by the defendants, who 
section 47 must have the same meaning as 
signed "’ in tion. Why should the court say that 

was that the draughtsman never intended ‘‘make’’ and 
to have the same meaning throughout the Act. The words 
were used in many different contexts, and it was impossible for them 
to have the same meaning in every place. In section 47 (8) the Legis 
lature was referring to the bundle of acts which resulted in making 
the list operative, and not to one of those acts the 
provisional list ceased to 
superseded by the quinquennial list 
a declaration to that effect, and to 


word used 
giving that 
make "’ in 
There were places in 
such as did not 
in only one sense Sectio! 
said that 
made and 
The fact 


**made”’ 


as the was 


was 


* made in 


that se 


Consequently 


yperate on the 6th of April, 1911, and was 
The plaintiffs were entitled to | 
the repayment of the rate over 


In the quinguennial list, which was sealed | 








Solicitors’ Cases. 


In the Matter of A SOLICITOR. Zz parte THE LAW SOCIETY (No, 25). 
Div. Court. 20th and 2lst June; llth July. 


Souictrors—ConcoctTion oF Fatse Letter PURPORTING TO BE WRITTEN 
sy Prisoner LYING UNDER Sentence OF DeatTH—PROFESSIONAL Mis- 
CONDUCT. 


The Statutory Committee of the Law Society found that the 
respondent had, on the 21st of November, 1910, in the capacity of legal 
adviser to one Crippen, been permitted to visit him when a convict 
detained in his Majesty's prison, Pentonville, under sentence of death, 
and in abuse of the privilege thus extended to him, aided and abetted 
one Horatio Bottomley, the editor of John Bull, to disseminate in that 
hang ray false information in the form of a letter —— to 
lurve been written by Crippen from prison, although, as the respondent 
well knew, no such letter in fact existed, and had further published, 
or permitted to be published, through the medium of John Bull and th: 
Daily Chronicle, other false statements relating to the same matter, well 
knowing them to be false, whereby the public might be deceived. 

Held, that on these findings, with which the Court agreed, the 
respondent had been guilty of professional misconduct within the 
meaning of the Solicitors Act, 1888. 

The facts of this case are fully set out in the judgment of the Lord 
Chief Justice, which was as follows : 

Lord Atverstong, C.J. (having read the findings of the committee), 
said it was contended on behalf of Mr. Newton that these findings 
were not sypported by the evidence given before the Statutory Com- 
mittee, and, even if established on the evidence, they disclosed no 
ground for saying that the respondent had been guilty of professional 
misconduct within the meaning of the Solicitors Act, 1 It became, 
therefore, necessary to examine carefully the facts, and also the 
evidence given before the Statutory Committee. The facts, which 
are not in dispute except as appears later, are as follows: 
On the 22nd of October, 1910, Crippen was convicted of the murde: 
of his wife, and sentenced to death. He was executed on 
the 23rd of November. A woman, Ethel Ciara Le Neve, was tried on 
the 25th of October, 1910, as an accessory after the fact, and was 
The respondent had acted as solicitor in the defence both 
of Crippen and Le Neve. Crippen appealed to the Court of Criminal 
Appeal, and his appeal was dismissed on the 5th of November. After 
the dismissal of the appeal a petition was presented to the Home 
Secretary. The Home Secretary's decision declining to interfere was 
given on the 20th of November. On the 7th of October the respondent 
had received from H. Bottomley, the editor of John Bull, a cheque for 
£52 10s., with a letter stating that it was sent on the understanding 
that it would be returned when and if the respondent received his 
costs. It was admitted by the respondent that a further sum of £150 
had been paid by H. Bottomley to him on or about November towards 
the expenses of the appeal. The respondent, as Crippen’s solicitor, 
had applied for permission to visit Crippen on the 24th of October 
with regard to appealing to the Court of Criminal wre and the 
respondent visited him in prison on the 26th and 28th of October and 
on the 2nd of November. On the 2nd of November the respondent 
wrote to the Prison Commissioners asking for a further order, and 
stating that it would be absolutely necessary, after the appeal, for him 
to see Crippen again with regard to a number of matters which could 
not be finally disposed of on that date. This application was granted. 
The conditions upon which applications to see condemned prisoners are 
granted provide that ‘‘ A prisoner under sentence of death may be visited 
by such of his legal advisers as he desires to see, and they are 
authorised to visit him by an order in writing, and if any person 
makes it appear to a member of the Visiting Committee that he has 
important business to transact with a prisoner under sentence of death, 
that member may grant» permission in writing to that person to have a 
conference with the prisoner.’’ Regulation 583 provides that a person 
visiting such prisoner shall not be permitted to take notes of any 
statements except on condition of handing them to the Governor, and 
no statement or written notes of any statement made orally are to be 
aliowed to pass out of the prison without the Governor’s authority. 
In the issue of John Bull of the 19th of November, which would be 
published on the 17th or 18th, there appeared an article purporting to 
be addressed to Crippen signed ‘‘ John Bull,’’ set out in paragraph 11 
of the report of the committee. It is not necessary to consider the 
contents of this article beyond stating that the first paragraph 
expressed sympathy for Crippen, and the latter part suggested in very 
direct terms that some other person unknown had aided or assisted 
in the murder, and invited Crippen to make a disclosure of the 
true facts. On the 19th of November the respondent forwarded 
a printed copy of this letter to the Governor of Pentonville 
Prison in a letter in which he said, ‘‘Would you _ kindly 
allow Dr. Crippen to see the enclosed letter, which I have left open 
for your perusal?’’ On the 19th of November the respondent wrote 
to Crippen stating that he would come and see him as soon as he ha 
received the Home Secretary's decision, and, in accordance with the 
permit which he had obtained on the 3rd of November, on the 2ist 
of November the respondent visited Crippen in prison. There was 


acquitted. 








Y+T. —_—eT.,. 6. =. |. =—- 


— 


one to ome Ce aes a oe 


“=F 





). 


EN 


the 
gal 


ra 


cl, 
igs 
m- 
no 
ial 


al 


l 


oo” 3 oO 








_ July 22, IQII. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. ([Vol. 55.] 671 








some conflict of testimony between the warders who gave evidence | On reference to the supposed letter of the 21st of November, it will 


and the respondent as to what occurred at this interview. The differ- 
ence in this respect is not material, because both the respondent and 
the warders agree that when the respondent stated to Crippen that there 
was an open leiter in John Bull to him, Crippen replied, ‘I know 
nothing about that,” and the respondent stated that the only thing 
that passed between him and Crippen was that he (Crippen) stated 
that he had not received the letter. It was established by the evidence 
given before the Statutory Committee that Crippen never had received 
or seen the open letter. During the rest of the interview, which lasted 
about a quarter of an hour, it appeared from the evidence that the 
respondent spoke on other matters relating to Crippen’s will and othe: 
business. Upon leaving the prison the respondent went straight to 
the offices of John Bull, and it is now necessary to consider what then 
happened, on the true view of which to a large extent the question 
in this case depends. In the issue of John Bull of the 26th of Novem- 
ber, 1910, there appeared the article set out in paragraph 17 of the 
report, which contained, among other things, a letter purporting to be 
sent from Pentonville Prison, dated Monday, the 21st of November, 
1910, signed ‘‘H. H. Crippen.” [The article was in the following 
terms : 
“Crippen’s Reply to our Letter. 

He declines to implicate others, and is concerned only for Miss 
Le Neve’s future. But hints at possible revelations 

Our readers will remember that last week we addreseed the following 
letter to Crippen : ‘ 

[Here was set out a reprint of the ‘Open Letter ’ 
the previous week’s jssue. ] 

This communication was duly brought to Crippen’s notice, and on 
Monday last its contents were discussed by him in his final interview 
with Mr. Arthur Newton, his solicitor. , 

Crippen’s Reply. 

\t the end of the interview this reply was sent to us through Mr. 

Newton : . 


to Crippen from 


Pentonville Prison, 
Monday, November 21st, 1910. 
To the Edior of John Bull. 

Dear Sir,—I am extremely grateful to you for the interest you have 
taken in me, and I am much touched by some of the passages in your 
letter. I am not, however, in a position to-day to say much more. 

As to making any statement which could implicate anybody else in 
this terrible business, that is altogether out of the question. I have 
only just heard the Home Secretary's decision, and to-morrow I am 
expecting to see an old friend to whom I may possibly say more than I 
ean now. 

[ wish, however, to say most emphatically that under no circum 
stances shall I say anything which would bring trouble to others. Mr. 
Newton has not only been my solicitor, but especially during these past 
few dreadful weeks has been a sincere friend to me in my trouble. He 
has my fullest confidence, and I am leaving all my affairs in his hands. 

If, when it is all over, he cares to tell vou more than I can say to-day, 
I am sure you will treat the matter in the same broad and sympathetic 
spirit in which you have written me—and that in any case you will 
not forget poor Miss Le Neve if in any way you can be of assistance 
to her. 

Again thanking you for your kindly expressions. 

H. H. Crippen. 

(Next week we hope to be in a position to give the True Story of the 
Crime, which has never yet been told.) *”| ; 


The important question to be considered is whether the finding of 


the committee that the respondent aided and abetted Bottomley 
in the publication of this letter is true or not. The letter 
purports to be a reply to the letter of the 19th of November already 
referred to. The evidence of the respondent was that he was 


in no way responsible either for the contents or publication of 
that letter He stated that all that parsed between him and 
H. Bottomley on the afternoon of the 2lst of November was that 
he told H. Bottomley that Crippen had told him that he had not 


received the letter. He stated that the contents of the supposed letter 


must have been a concoction of H. Bottomley or some other person, | 


and he, the respondent, could only account for it by saying that H. 
Bottomley had inserted matters that he, the respondent, had told 
Rottomley on other occasions. He admitted that on his arrival at 
Mr. Bottomley's office he remained there for ten or fifteen minutes, and 
was present while a shorthand writer named Wray was taking down 
something from Mr. Bottomley’s dictation 
called before the committee, and produced his original shorthand note, 
which he said was taken down partly from H. Bottomley and partly 
from the respondent. The original shorthand note was produced, 
and Mr. Wray’s evidence was that the words after ‘‘ sent to us through 
Mr. Newton,”’ which occur in the paragraph in John Bull of the 26th 
(see paragraph 17 of the report), were dictated by the respondent. The 
original shorthand note had written upon it in longhand, ‘ Dictated 
by Arthur Newton, 4.45, November 21/10, E.W."’ Wray alleged that 
he wrote this endorsement on the evening of the 2lst of November, 
and a witness, Miss Ethel Pepper, private secretary to H. Bottomley, 
deposed that the original document had been in her custody in a private 
box from about the 22nd of November, and that the longhand writing 
was upon the document when she put it away. The evidence of Wray 
was criticized by the counsel for the respondent, but he was believed 
by the statutory committee who saw him and heard him cross- 
examined, and I see no reason for differing from them in this respect. 


The witness Wray was | 
| is entitled to have his case considered from first to last with a 


| been called An Open Letter 


| be noticed that the matter contained in the first, second, and third 
paragraphs purport to be answers to parts of the letter published in 
John Bull on the 19th of November. The last paragraph refers to 
the respondent. I am satisfied that the statements contained in the 
supposed letter were the result of communications made by the 
respondent to H. Bottomley at the interview at which Mr. Wray was 
present, and that Mr. Wray’s evidence that the latter part of the 
memo. was dictated by the respondent was true {The learned judge 
then referred to other letters and matters, and to the letter written 
by the Secretary of State for the Home Office to the respondent, 
wherein the respondent, after communicating with Mr. Bottomley on 
the lst of December, wrote to the Under-Secretary of State the letter 
appearing in paragraph 21, in which he stated that what appeared 
in John Bull on the 26th of November was based upon the message 
which he conveyed verbally to the editor, though he had no idea 
that it would be published in the form of a letter and printed He 
continued :]| Under these circumstances, I am_ satisfied that the 
finding of the committee, already reported, was correct, and that ths 
respondent went to the prison on the 21st of November with the 
object if possible of obtaining a reply to the letter which had appeared 
in John Bull on the 19th, and that he did communicate to H. Bottomley 
in the presence of the shorthand-writer the purport of that which 
appears in the supposed letter from Crippen to the editor of John Bull, 
It does not appear that he knew, or was told, that that information was 
going to take the form of a letter, but it is referred to in the letter 
signed by his firm as the answer from Crippen, and I am satisfied 
that he corrected the draft of the letter which appeared in the Daly 
Chronicle on the 28th of November, and gave it back to his clerk 
with the view of its being sent to the paper, as, in fact, it was sent. 
The letter to the Daily News did not appear until a later date. Finding 
as I do that the evidence before the committee abundantly warranted 
their finding of fact, it becomes necessary to consider whether this is, 
as the committee have found, ‘‘ professional misconduct ’’ within the 
meaning of the Solicitors Act, 1888. It is well established that the 


jurisdiction of this court to punish a solicitor is not confined 
to the case in which he is acting only in the course of his professional 
practice, but that they can deal with him if he has been guilty of 
dishonourable conduct which makes him unfit to be a member of an 


honourable profession and an officer of the court, or which would 
be sufficient to prevent his admission as a solicitor—Re //ill (L. R. 
3 Q. B. 543), Re Four Solicitors (7 T. L. R. 672), and Re Weare (1893, 
2Q. B. 449 In my judgment the respondent is not entitled to escape 
punishment upon the ground that that which he purported to com 
municate as the result of an interview which had been granted to him 
as solicitor to Crippen was untrue in fact. I assume that at the inter 
view of the 26th of November the respondent did discuss with Crippen 
matters of business, but I have no doubt that he did avail himself 
of the privilege granted to him as Crippen’s solicitor to endeavour to 
obtain, and represented that he had obtained, information for the 
purpose of the supposed reply to the open letter in John Pull, and was 
a party to the publication in John Bull of the 26th of November 
of the false reply purporting to come from Crippen. In this view the 
case falls within the principle upon which the court acted in the case 
of W. G. Winter in July, 1909. The judgment of the court is that 
the respondent be suspended for twelve months and pay the costs of 
the inquiry before the Statutory Committee and of this application. 
DaRuInG, J., concurred. Hg said : I only on my own behalf desire to 
say this, that quite independently of the conduct of the solicitor in 
making an improper use of the permit accorded to him by the Secretary 
of State for a particular purpose, it seems to me that this case discloses 
grave state of affairs absolutely inconsistent with the public 
advantage. The man Crippen was obviously guilty. He was defended by 
a subscription contributed to by newspapers, and amongst others by 
John Bull. John Bull contributed certainly fifty guineas. The whole of 
these circumstances satisfies me that from first to last Crippen was 
not defended as he should have been, and that his. case was not con 
ducted as it should have been purely with a view to his own defence ; 
it was conducted very largely for the making of ‘ copy for the 
newspapers, and I have not the slightest doubt that the reason why 
this newspaper subscribed this money was that it should be conducted 
in that fashion. That a solicitor should lend himself to this kind of 
practice is, to my mind, a very grave offence. I will not say that this 
him as a solicitor, because it is not 


a very 


of itself would be misconduct in 
necessary to say it in this case, for the reason that in this case he 
but the evil of this matter must be patent to 


did a great deal more ; 
Even the greatest criminal 


anyone who will consider it for a moment. 
sole 


view to his interest, and not with a view to making business for other 
people, journalists or others. In this case, when this wretched man had 
been convicted and sentenced to death, when he had appealed to the 
Court of Criminal Appeal, of which I happened to be a member, and 
his appeal had been dismissed and he was taken back with no hope 
even then he was not allowed to pass the remainder of 
This newspaper published what has 
It made every attempt possible to 
get that letter communicated to the man so that he might reply. The 
solicitor aided in that. I will not read the letter, because it is a very 
long one, but the type of it is given in three lines set. out im these 
proceedings. This is what John Rull wrote ‘T will just say, brother, 
how came you to do it? What demon possessed you’ Relieve your 
burning brain by confiding all to me.’’ Why should it be confided to 
: Simply for the purpose of publishing it in a news 


of reprieve 
his days in peace and penitence 


this confessor ’ 
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paper and selling it for an amount 
guineas with profit; and when he did not respond to that invitation, 
which indeed he never received because of the prison rules and regula 


tions, then it was that a fabricated document was made up, as it 
John Bull with the help of the solicitor. The 


appears, in the offices of 
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whi h might reimburse the fifty | newly-elected president (Dr. Blake Odgers) proposed the health of the 


guests, which was noe to by the Treasurer of Gray’s-inn (Mr. 
Edward Clayton, K.C.) and the President of the Law Society (Mr. 
W. J. Humfrys). The remaining toast, that of the Society of Publi 


Teachers of Law, was proposed by Mr. Balfour Browne, K.C., and 
responded to by Professor Goudy, the first president of the society 
The speeches, which were of a high order of merit, were greatly appre 
ciated by the company present, which included, in addition to those 
mentioned, Sir Francis Maclean (formerly Chief Justice of Bengal), Sir 
Edward Candy, Mr. H. F. Maniesty, K.C., Mr. J. F. P. Rawlinso1 
H. Winterbotham), and the 
, London (Rev. A. C. Headlam, D.D.). 


f King g's ( ‘olleg 


Principal 





The Lord Chancellor on Solicitors in 
Relation to the Transfer of Land. 


In the course of his speech in the House of Lords on Wednesday, the 
Lord Chancellor said that the present position of the law in England 
is regards the title to landed property and the methods of transferring 
where there existed registration of title in the county of 
London, was little short of a scandal. It was almost unique for its 
futility and costliness. When a man occupied land, no matter how 
small, personally or through his solicitor and at his own risk and 
expense, he had to examine deeds, mortgages, and documents extend 
ng over a long period bequeathed by will or settlement, and whether 
there had been payment or non-payment of duty, so as to be practically 
safe in paying money for the purchase of land. It often occurred that, 
having done all this, he found himself still with a defective titl 
Further than that, the purchaser's right to investigate a title was limited 


it, except 


| to twenty or thirty years by the conditions of the sale, which still left 


whole circumstances of the case are, to my mind, absolutely incon 
sistent with decent duct on the part of those who took part i 1 these 
proceedings One of them happens to be a solicitor—this particular 
man—and he must be punished The others are not within the juris 
diction of this court, although, to my mind, they deserve to be punished 
too I agree with vhat mv lord has said, and ild add that, 
nything is to be said about tl entence, in n ‘ if it rs at all, 
t eri tr | 
BANK J na te dyn it itt reterl gy detail to the 
tacts ol the imma i e respondent s iu on iattel 
is follows He have abused t | é granted to him 
by the Pr { f having an uw t t! n 
a mned nian. i A to fh © beer . 2 rt n the } erest ot 
the newspape to t ! ng of a fictitious letter from the con 
demned man to be pul hed i the me spaper He is sl to have 
append ad } name i tor to a lying account of how that letter 
came into ¢ ‘ ler to defend the ne paper ag a char 
of having ented it He is shewn to have told a deliberate untruth | 
to tl Home Secretary en he was apy led to : a solicitor for an | 
expla tion as t the iY metances undet | h th fictitious lette 
came into ¢ tence and as to his connection with it We have been 
referred to number of decisions in which the question of what does 
and what does t titute nduct justifying court in exercis | 
ing its punit 1 ' er a solicitor has been sideree In some | 
he test had bee stated to be whether the conduct was such as to | 
ender tl ! mplamed « unht t remal n the roll of solicit rs | 
ind to ] t i wl / Woeerre 1893, 2 Q. B. 439 In « s 
het ‘ ‘ | i ere ich mm 1 he t 
ly | 1 ted t} ri b Imitted 1 I 
Re H her | distinction between | 
these t I t dey l uy ts « particular circum 
uv nd t 1 tal f the solicitor’s conduct in the present 
case ¥v } t | | it ld be a misfortur if it did not 
re ler him an hict n of his irt | 
ry} ler of t t t Arthur Johr dward Newton, of 23, | 
(ireat Marlbor ¢ ol] tay be suspended for t em he | 


ima ¢ he ‘ ‘ Counset, John Sankey. 
K.C., and 7. 17. Pi Vontaque Shearman, K.C., and Barrington 
: ; j Vewton dd ¢ 


Moray, Darr 


| ted by C. G ster-at-Law.] 
Societies. 
Society of Public Teachers of Law. 


The third annual general meeting of this society was held on Friday 
afternoon in the Refreshment Room, Lincoln’s-inn Hall, by permission 
of the Treasurer and Masters of the Bench rhe chair at the opening 
at the meeting wae taken by the President for 1910 ll, Sir Atrrep 
Hopkinson, K.C There was a fair attendance of members 


} | 


: After the reading of the minutes of last year’s meeting, the adoption 
of the committee's report for the ye r 1910-11 was moved bv Sir Ernest 
ded by Mr W. J Whittaker, and « 


The report showed a slight increase in the ordinary membership of the 
work of the 


revel ; 
revelyan, se irried unanimously 


socrels ind mtained an a unt of the committee in 


various directior 
The President then de ered a short address, in which he reviewed 
ve events of the past session, and indicated several directions in which 
the energies of the society might profitably be employed in the future 
At the conclusion of the address, the President. on behalf of the 
committee, moved from the chair the election of officers for the year 
1911-12—viz President, Dr. Blake Odgers, K.C.:; vice president, Sir 
John Macdonell, C.B.; treasurer Mr. Harold D Hazeltine; and 


honor wry secretary, Mr. Edward Jenks The nominations were unani 


t} 


mously confirmed by the meeting, which then, on the motion of Pro 
feeseor C k, seconded by Mr. S. H. Leonard. passed a vote of thanks 
to the retiring president for his services in the chair, and especially 
for his ade ire ss, and to the other officers and members of the com 
mittee for their sers s during the past year 

After the adjournment for tea, the meeting entered upon the dis 
cussion of a report on the Education of the Articled Clerk, which had 
committee app rinte d at the previous gener il 
meeting. The report, after being carefully considered in detail and 
amended in various particulars, was in the end unanimously adopted, 
and left in the hands of the president and retiring president to deal 
with as occasion should arise Various other matters, including a 
resolution to urge upon all students of law the desirability of attending 
the courts, and instructing the 


been drawn up by a special 


ceneral committee to take such steps 
as might be necessary to overcome difficulties in thie direction, were 
dealt with by the meeting; and the business concluded with a vote of 
thanks to the treasurer and benchers of Lincoln’s-inn for the use of 
the room in which the meeting was held. 

The members of the society and their 
together at the Waldorf Hotel 


dined 


guests subsequently 


After the customary loyal toasts, the 


a good deal of investigation to be done. It did not give a complete 
security Besides, it was found to lead to the costly employment of a 
olicitor, and the costly reinvestigation of title on every transfer of 
land, whether mortgage, sale, or lease, on which money had to be 
laid out the investigation could be dispensed 


Sometimes, of course, 


with, and sometimes the whole of the solicitor’s charges were not 
harged, but generally there was a condition of things attaching to the 
legal transfer of property in England which was nothing less than a 


scandal. It had been estimated w a very high authority that, apart 
from all stamps, duties, or Government charges, the solicitors’ costs and 
charges for these transfers of landed property amounted to £4,000,000 
g whereas the Government stamps on dealings in land 
only amounted to one million. He believed that this cost on the part 
of the solicitors was within the mark. The people who suffered from 
this state of things were primarily the landowners, and also the pu: 
chasers of land. It was a clog on landed property, and it fell especially 


ster! r a year, 


hard on the poor people who liked to buy their own houses or a small 





at Plymouth up to Monday evening realised £550,000, 


by private treaty. 


piece of land. . One might well ask how this absurdity had lasted 
so lon T he reason was bex AuUse of the extreme complexity and tec! 
nical character of the subject, so that public opinion could not be 
intelligently brought to bear upon it, the enormous strength of the 
nterests concerned in the maintenance of the present system, 
und the aversion from the learning of a new system, the dislike of 
which were, fortunately or unfortunately, characteristic of 
the legal profession. [After stating the various measures passed to 
establish a «ystem of registration of title down to the Act of 
1897, the Lord Chancellor continued :] He was sorry to say 
that from the date of the passing of that Act the most strenuous 
tance had been offered to it by the majority of the legal 
principally supported by the Incorporated Law Society. 
The subject was one which laymen could not understand without 
h study. But no single county except London had asked for 
He did not suggest that there had been any 
but the solicitors who had to give advice 
county council had invariably advised against an extension of 
the system. The result was that the clause which required the assent 
of the county council had killed the extension of this most beneficial 
system. A regular literature on the subject had sprung up, making 
every kind of groundless objection to the system in the noble Earl’s Act 


vested 


innovation, 


resis 


profession, 


mus 
the Act to he applied. 
unworthy action or motive, 


to the 





_ Obituary 
Mr. T. E. Crispe, K.C. 


Mr. Thomas Edward an K.C., died last week very suddenly 
while writing a letter. He was the only son of the late Mr. ae 
Crispe, of Town Malling, Kent, and was called to the bar in 1874, and 
joined the old Home (now the South-Eastern) Circuit, also practis g 
in the Probate and Divorce Courts. He obtained a good practice, and 
was made a Q.C. in 1901, but retired from the bar a few years ago 
His amusing book, entitled ‘‘ Reminiscences of a K.C.,’’ was fully 
noticed by us at page 98 of the last volume of the Soricrrors’ JourNAL 


It is stated that the sale of the Duke of Bedford’s estates in Devon 
including sales 
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Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Epwarp Hare Pickerscitt, M.P.,-barrister-at-law, has been 
appointed a Metropolitan Police Magistrate, in the place of Mr. Albert 
Rowland Cluer, who has been appointed a County Court Judge. 

Sir Witt1am Rytanp Dent Apkxrys, barrister-at-law, has been ap 
pointed Recorder of the City of Nottingham, in the room of his Honour 
Judge Henry Yorke Stanger, K.C., resigned 


Changes in Partnerships, &c. 


Owing to the expiration of their lease of the premises, 19, Bedford 
row, London, W.C., Messrs. C. & S. Harrison & Co. have decided to 
move into more modern offices, and as from the 20th of July thei: 
address therefore will be Vernon House, Sicilian-avenue, Bloomsbury 
square, W.C. Their telegraphic address is unaltered—viz., ‘* Wotas, 
London,”’ but their new telephone number will be ‘ City 7576.”’ 


Dissolution. 


Dossey WiGHTMAN and James Kenyon Parker, solicitors (Wight 


man & Parker), Sheffield. April 30. [Gazette, July 18. 


General. 


We are asked to state that, with a view to the greater conveni r 
of members, the Honourable Society of Lincoln’s Inu has decided that 
in future its library shall be closed for cleaning during the last te 
days in August, instead of the first ten days in September, as hitherto 


“Tm 
hn 


According to a return just published, the receipts in respect of th 
High Court of Justice, the Court of Appeal d the Court of Crimi: 
Appeal during the year ended the 31st of March, 1911, amounted t 
£481,433, against £489,466 for the corresponding period of 1910. The 
expenditure amounted to £684,192, against £649,624. The expenses 
of the Court of Criminal Appeal are this year included in the return 
for the first time. 


Speaking at the annual meeting of the Yorkshire Board of Legal 
Studies held at Hull, says the T'imes, Judge Dedd said there ought t 
be courts in all the larger cities capable of trying all the commercial 
business which arose in those centres. The first thing to be considered 
was the public benefit. Local trials should be encouraged. It was 
unwise to drive everything to London. They should improve their 
courts, give them wider jurisdiction, and allow appeals both in law 
and in fact, 


On Wednesday, Mr. Loveland-Loveland, K.C., the deputy judge at 


| Some cautions as to the application of Lowery v. Walker (1911, A. C. 
10), says the Law Quarterly Review, which would be more useful if 
| they were wholly consistent, are supplied by the remarks of the Judicial 
Committee delivered by Lord Robson in Grand Trunk Railway of 
| Canada v. Barnett (1911, A.C. 361, 370, 371). The House of Lords did 
not decide in Lowery v. Walker that a trespasser has rights against 
the occupier of which no lawyer ever heard before, but that, notwith 
standing the far from apt terms in which the county court judge ex- 
| pressed his finding, what he did find as being the fact was that the 
| plaintiff was not a trespasser, but a licensee. Yet it is suggested only 
| two paragraphs above that L wery Vv. Welker can also be explained 
| on the ground (distinctly not taken in the House of Lords) that the 
defendant had knowingly created a latent and extraordinary danger 
without notice, and that this amounts to a wilful injury for which 
leven a trespasser may su The judgments of the Judicial Com 
mittee are in form collective and unanimous, but it is hard to believe 
from the same hand 


| that these two paragraphs came 
| In the House of Commons, on the 17th inst., Viscount Wolmer asked 

the Secretary of State for the Home Department how many persons 
| had been released from prison during his tenure of office at his special 
order: and how manv of the had subsequently been reconvicted. 


Mr. Churchill said that the total number of persons to whom remis 
sion of imprisonment was granted between February, 1910, and the 
present date, a pe od of about ¢ hteen months, was 395 The total 


for the vear 1909 was 322, and the average for a period of eighteen 
months during the vears 1907 to 1909 was 432. It must be remem 


bered that these figures include a large number of remissions granted 
on medical grounds and on other grounds in no way affecting the pro 
prietyv of the cons tion o1 ent t I have no information as to the 
umber reconvicted Except the case of pereons convicted while on 
licence under the Penal Servitude Acts convictions e not reported to 
ine Viscount Wolmer asked Will the right hon rentleman state 
vhether h pers nally 1 tes the case of every convicted prisoner ; 
if not, on what system d ct in order to secure that all convicts 
have equal treatment Mr. ( ivchill replied I take full respons: 
lity for all advice tendered h regard to the Prerogative, and no 
dvice is tendered ith re rd t the Prerogative of which I am not 
mgnisant 
In a " of Re George 7 1. dec 1, Tinnmewood Oldcorn 
before the ¢ rt of Appeal « he 13th inst says the 7'imes, the 
Master of the Rolls took « n to say that there was one remark 
which he ought to make with reference to the practice in the Probate 
Registry in deali with tl pection of impounded documents. It 
pl red to his Lordsh p to be so loose and unsatisfactory that it 
sught to be remedied In the present case certain documents were 


wdered by Sir John Bigham to be impounded on the ground that they 


might possibly be wanted in criminal proceedings. The document 
vere brought before Mr. Justice Eve (on the trial of the case in the 
suurt below 1 the state in w h they were for the purposes of the 
were sent back to the office, and it appeared that, 





the London Sessions, announced that, having arrived at the age of 
seventy, he thought it right to tender his resignation, so that he might 
take a rest, and enjoy the repose of a country life. Mr. Balfow 
Browne, K.C., said that his colleagues at the bar would agree with him 
that the retirement of Mr. Loveland-Loveland, K.C., would mean a 
great loss to the bench. In congratulating him on having held his high | 
position for so many years, the bar expressed the hope that he would 
long enjoy his retirement. 


A favourite source of jest with American tawyere is the justice of | 
the peace. In the last issue of Case and Comment the following is re 
lated of one of these officials :—A newly made magistrate was gravely | 
absorbed in a formidable document. Raising his keen eyes, he said | 
to the man who etood patiently awaiting the award of justice, ‘‘ Officer, 
what is.this man charged with?’’ ‘ Bigotry, your worship. He's got | 
three wives,”’ replied the officer. The new justice rested his elbows | 
on the desk and placed his finger-tips together. ‘‘ Officer,”’ he said, 
somewhat sternly, ‘‘ what’s the use of all this education, all these 
evening schools, all the technical classes, and what not? Please re 
member, in any future like case, that a man who has married three | 
wives has not committed bigotry, but trigonometry. Proceed.”’ | 


“A Judge”’ writes to the Times to correct the statement of the | 
Lord Chancellor in the debate on the County Courts Bill that the judges | 
of the County Courts sit or an average only 153 days in the year. On | 
this point, he says, his Lordship has been misinformed. Whoever | 
made the calculation seems to have omitted the days on which the | 
judges sat by deputies, and those on which they sat specially as arbi- | 
trators under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, and the sittings held 


1ccording to the practice. no record was kept of anybody who came to 
inspect Inspection was apparently allowed to anyone, and in tho 
present ee one of the persons wv hose conduct was impugne d was 
illowed to inspect Apparently there was no efficient supervision while 
he inspection was ing on The impounding of documents in thi 

atate of t s would prove litue better than a farce His Lordship 


hoped that vhat he had said would be made known to the proper offi 


that some new arrangemente would be made which would 
f 


have the effect of preventing the impounding of documents being 


reduced to a farce. 


Rovar Navan Cotrece, Ossorne.—For ‘information relating to the 
entrv of Cadets, Parents and Guardians should write for ‘‘ How to, 
Become a Naval Officer” (with an introduction by Admiral the Hon, 
Sir E. R. Fremantle, G.C.B., C.M.G.), containing an illustrated 
description of life at the Royal Naval Colleges at Osborne and Dart- 
mouth.—Gieve, Matthews, & Seagrove, 65, South Molton-street, Brook- 
street, London, W. [Apvrt.] 


Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or RearsTeaas tx ATTENDANCE OW 


EMERGENCY Arrrat Covat  Mr.Juatice 
Rota. No, 2. Jorox. 


Mr. Justice 


Date. Bwineew Eapy. 


by arbitrators appointed by the judges under that Act. All these sit- | yonday July 24 Mr Borrer Mr Beal Mr Farmer Mr Groswell 
tings should be included in order to show the work of the judges, and | Tuesday ......... 25 Leach yey —% —_ r 
the return for 1909 (for some reason that for 1910 hae not yet been Wedresday ae — “recall Church Loach 
issued) shews that the total sittings in that year were :—Judges, 8,370 Ha dea ; 28 Theed Bloxam Synge Farmer 
days; deputies, 306 days; judges sitting as arbitrators, 44 days; sit- | Saturday 20 Church Theed Goldechmids = Bloxam 
tings by arbitrators, 25 days; total, 8,745 days. This total, divided Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
by fifty-five, the number of the judges, gives an average of 159 days, Date. Warrixotoy. NeVILLE PaRken. _ Eve. 
instead of 153. In the same year the sittings on twenty-four circuits | Monday July 24 Mr Church Mr Leach Mr Theed Mr a — It 
worked by twenty-six judges amounted to 4,577, giving an average of | Tuesday » 26 Synge | ' per — — 
176 days, which compares favourably with that in the High Court, ne 7 Greewell,s Theed Goldschmidt —_ Borrer 

if the travelling required on many of the circuits and the average | a ae Beal Church Greswell Leach 
sength of the sittings are taken into consideration. | Saturday ......... 29 Borrer Synge a ee 
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The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


Joly 27.—Mesers. Stiusow & Sows, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground Rent and 
Houses (see acivertisement, back page, this week). 

Joly 31.—Mr. Wrtttam Hovesrom, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Houses, Shops, 
Building Sites and Estates (see advertisement, back ; age, July 15). 

July 25.—Mr. Joszra Stowers, at the Mart, at 2; Freehold Properties (see advertise- 
ment, back page, July 15) 

Jaly 26.—Mesera Tucreoop & Marri, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Business 
Premires and Leasehold shop and Dwelling-house (see advertisement, back pag , Jaly 
15) 

Jaly 3!1.—Mesers, Bevworns & Fasow, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Residence 
(nee advertisement, beck page, tuis week.) 

Ang. 1.—Mesere. Rogers & Coates, at tho Mart, at 2: Freehold Building Land 
(see advertisement, back page, this week). 

Aug. 2.--Mesera. Hownerr & Fut, at the Dolphin Hotel, Chichester, at 3.45 
Freehold Farms, &c. (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

Aug. 17.—-Mesarr. Vewrow, Bui. & Cooren, at the Mart, at 1: Freehold and Lenasc- 
hold Ground Rents (see adverusement, back page, this week). 


Result of Sale. 
Revesstons, Lire Potrcres, ayy Saanes. 


Mosers, H. BE. Foerer & Cranriecn beld their usual Fortnightly Sale (No, 935) of the 
above-named interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.U., on Thuraday last, whea the 
following Lota were sold at the prices nated, the total amount real. zed being £12,343 10s 


ABSOLUTE REVERSIONS— 








Teo £3,153, &c. ' , oon eco coe ° Sold £1,899 

To £8,333 ons » oo @ Sane 

To £3,148 10a, oes - one a 68 £900 

To £620... eee eee ose ° ° o° £iw 
POLICIES OF ASSURANCE for £5,000 ove »» £6,600 
POLIOY OF ASSUBANCE— 

For £1,600 ose ove ove eos >. we 20 

For £500 ‘ a £500 
SHARES ia National 8 andard Life Assurance Corporation . gy £13 10s, 


Winding-up Notices. 


London Gazette,—Frivay, July 14, 
JOINT 8TOCK COMPANIES. 


Limirep rw OCmanogeyr. 


Acoustic PATENTS, Ltp—Petn for winding up, presented July 12, directed to be 
heard July 25 Burnett, Clement's tun, solor forthe petner Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of July 24 

ALGERNON PuEss, LTD—Petn for winding up, presented July 7, directed to be heard July 
25 «Len ‘on & Carpenter, Budge row, solors for the petn«rs Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of July 24 

BoMBAY Hypro ELECTRIC SYNDICATE, LTD—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 14, 
to send their names and addresses, and the pa:tiiulars of their debis or claims, 
to Frederick James Horne, 214, Gresham house, Old Broad st, liquidator 


BOURNEMOUTH Motors, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 31, tosend their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts cr claims, to Julius W. H. Byrne, 
81, Gracechurch st, liquidator 

CANFIELD STorks, L To (IN VOLUNTARY LIQuIDATION)—Creditorsare required, on or hefore 
Aug 14, to send theirnames and addresses, and part culars of their debts and cla.ma, 
to Mr. J. E. C. Maryon, 180, Broadway, Hendon, liquidator 

Cox & ARMSTRONG, LTD—Creditors are required, on or before July 25, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Edward 
Parker, 55, John st, Sunderland. Beil & sons, Sunderland, solors to the liquidator 

Hi J CHAPMAN & Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 26, to send in 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Oscar 
erry, Monument Hcuse, Monument sq, liqu dator 

METROPOLITAN AUTO-CaB Co, Ltp—Petn for winding up, presented July 12, directe! 
to be head July %. Devonshire & Co, Fredericks pl, Old Jewry, solors for the petnor. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the after 
noon of July 24 

STANDARD INVESTMENT Trust, LT —Creditors are required, on or before Aug 31, to send 
their names and addresses, and the partiewlars of their debts or claims, to Harcourt 
Ashford, 39, Waterloo st, Birmingham, liquidator 

WALDEN SPINNING Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented June 29, directed to be 
heard at the County Court House, Manor row, Bradford, July 25. Knowles, Skipton, 
solor for the petuers ; agents, Turmr & Co, Chancery In. Notice of appearing must 
reach the avove named not later than six v'clock in the afternoon of July 24. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, July 18. 
JOINT BTOCK COMPANIES. 


Limitep tw Omwawoner. 

City ROLLER SKATING PALACK, LTD (oF FrsHKRGATE, YORK)—Petn for winding up 
presente! July 10, directed to be heard at the Courts of Justice, Clifford st, York, 
Aug 8, at 9.90. Wood York, solor for the petners. London agents, Ela d & Co 
Trafalgar sq Notice of appearing must reach the above nimed not later than 6 
oclock in the afternoon of Aug 0. 


COCKAYNE & Co (WALSALL), Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Ju'y 14, directed to 
' 


be heard at the County Court, Lichfleld st, Walsall, Aug 2 at 12. Skardon & Co, 
Wolverhampton, solors for the petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above 
named not later than 6 o clock in the afternoon of Ang | 

ILKLEY SrA Hybropatuic Co, Lto—Petn for winding up, presented Ju'y 13, directed to 
be heard at Albio» pl, Leeds, Aug 10, at 1930 Belvon, Bradford, solors for the 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in 
the afternoon of Aug 9 


MOULTONS, LtD—Petn for winding-up, presented July 14, directed to be heard at. the 
Cou.t Bourse, Government buildings, Victoria st, Liverpool, July 28. Gra?well & Co, 


Liverpool, solirs for the petaer. Notice of appearing must reach the above named 


not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of July 27 

POLYOOLOR SyYNDIcaTER, LtD—Petn for winding-up, presented July 13, directed to be 
heard Oct 17. White, Holborn viaduct. Notice of appesring must reach the above- 
named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon of Ovt 16 


WATSON (PLAISTOW) LTD—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 31, to rend their 
names and addresses, and t..e particulars of their debts or claims, to Ozcar Berry 
Monument House, Monument sq, liquidator. 











Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Crar. 
London Gazette.—Farpary, Jaly 14 


Hotmay, Taomas, East Hoathly, Suseex. Surgeon Sept 30 Holman v Holman, 
Warrington and Parker, JJ Jones, New ct, Lincoln’s inn 


London Gazette,—Toersvay, July 18, 


Taveras, Farpeestce Crastes, Walton, Saffolk, Builder Sept 1 Thurman yv 
Thurman, Neville, J Temole, Felixatose 

Werner, Cart Heowarca Watrtee, otherwise Professor Dr Casantes H Witrer, Fast 
Finchley Aug 31 Walters Non-i: flammable Cellolije, Ltd v Wenge, oi:herwise 
Walter, Eve,J Peters, Chancery In 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, July 14. 


AsnwortnH, THOMAS, Blackburn Augi5 Backhouse, Blackburn 

BARKER, MARY ANN, Todmrien Aug 1 Sager, Todmorden 

BELL, CHARLES FREDERIC MuBERLY,,Park crescent, Portland pl] Aug 31 Soames & Uo 
Lennox House, Norfolk st 

BIDDISD. MBE, FRANK BOND, Blackpool, Railway Contractor Aug 31 Doughty & 
Fraser, Manchester 

Boppy, FANNY, Liverpool Aug 22 Radcliffe-Smith & Co, Liverpool 

BUTLIN, CHARLES MONTAGUE, Perryn rd, Acton Aug 14 Davidson, Bank bidgs, 
Acton 

CONSTIEN, Henry, Chailey, Sussex Sept 1 Hillman, Lewes 

DAVIES, MARY FRANCES, Cardiff Aug sl David & Evans, Cardiff 

DEACON, EMMA EstTHeR, Arun.el gdus, Kensin,ton Parkrd Augi3 WA&GA Brown, 
Lincolu's inn flelds 

DKAR, JOHN ARNITT, Liverpool, Stockbroker, JP Augi5 Boyle, Liverpool 

DonsTon, WILLIAM, Tottenham, Dentist Sept East, Basioghall st 

Dering, THOMAS WALKER, Lutton Marsh, Lincs, Farmer Aug 12 Mossop & Mossop, 
Holbeach 

EpWAKDs, JoHN PassmMoRE, Netherha!ll gdns, Hampstead Aug i2 Lyell & Betenson, 
Lloyd’sav 

ELKAN, CHARLES, Brighton Augi6 Marz, Brighton 

FEARN, Groner, Wilmslow, Chester Aug 25 Green, Stockport 

Gowan, Epirm Exrza, Lingfield rd, Wimbledon Aug?24 Taylor & Co, Bediord row 

GREEN, CAROLINE EMMA Birza, Hayes Park, Middiesex Aug 25 Lee & Pembertons, 
Linc..1n's inn fields 

GwIititiM, Josepn, Leigh, Lancs Jaly 25 Baron, Wigan 

GWILLIAM, Mary ALtcr, Leigh, Lancs July 25 Baron, Wigan 

GWIitLLiAM, Mary ALIck, Leigh, Lancaster July 25 Baron, Wigan 

HATHERLY, HENRY, Hove, Sussex Augilt Nye & Clewer, Brighton 

HENKY, MITCHELL, Leamington Augl0 Field & Sons, Leamington 

HOOPER FREDERICK, Newport, Factory Hand Aug 31 Howells, Newnort, Mon 

KINCAID, WILLIE ALEXANDER SCOTLAND, Lahore Sept 14 Hopwood & sons, Suuth sq, 
Gray's inn 

LILLINGSTON, LEONARD WIL'TAM, Milton rd, Herne Hill, Newspaper Proprietor Sept 1 
Givsou & Co, Portugal Street bids, Lincoln's inna 

Murpuy, Henrieerta Louisa, Bolingbroke rd, West Kensington Aug24 Fladgate & 
Co, Craig's ct, Charing Cross 

PAIN, WYNDHAM CHABLES, Newport. Mon, Solicitor Aug16 Evans, Newport, Mon 

PORTMAN, Hon EDWARD WILLIAM BERKELEY, Great Cuwherland pl Sept 1 Wilde & 
Co, College hill 

Rop?on, Lovutsa, Jarrow, Durham Avug2l Brown & Son, Newcastle ‘upon Tyne 

ROLLS, Euiza, Arundel, Sussex Augisé Verrall & Son, Worthing 

SIME, JOHN, Elers rd, Ealing Aug 12 Procter, Ealing 

SLATER- HARRISON, EDWARD, Bicester, Oxford Sept 1 Lowe & Co, Temple gdns 

SPARKE, HENRY BowyeR, Briningham Sept 1 Fladgate & Co, Craig's court, Charing 
Cross 

STANSFIELD, CHARLOTTE, Blackpool Aug 23 Robinson, Blackpool 

STIMSON, EDWARD, Brixton bill Aug 26 Stimson, Salisbury House, London wall 

SWAN, JAMES, Newcastle apo: Tyne Aug 24 Dickinson & Co, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Toup, CHARLES BLGAR, Norwich Ang lz Bridgman & Co, College hill, Canoon st 

TROMAN, HeNkY LINDLEY, St James's st Aug 15 Lamb, Iroumonger in 

TURNER, HENRY JOHN, Durham st, Vauxhall, French Polisher Auz15 Chapman & 
Holland, Warwick ct, Gray's inn 

WASMUTH, USAN ANNA, Walthamstow July 29 Drury & Co, Lea Bridge rd, Leyton 

WiLKts, JOHN, Abberiey, Worcester Angl9 Watson, Stourport 





ADAMS, HENRIETTA, Edgbaston, Birmingham Aug 19 Stoddard, Birmingham 
ALEXANDER, MARIANNE HELEN, Eastbourne Aug 7 Arnold, Eastbourne 

Boyck, Sir RUBERT WILLIAM, Liverpool Aug 31 Alsop & Co, Liverpool 
BROSKOM, JOHN, Shipley, York A g3l1 Dunn, Bradford 

SROWN, ANN, Tiverton Aug 3l Murray & Co, Birchin In 

Brown, JOHN, Pendleton, Salford Aug is Leak & Pratt, Manchester 

Brown, Jouy, Kiver rd, Upper Holloway, Catt'e Salesman Aug ill Field & Co, Essex 


st, Strand : 4 
CARTER, ALF&ED, Upavon, Wilts Aug!8 Dixon & Mason, Pewsey, Wilts 


CHEESMAN, ANN MARIA, Lind st, St John's, Dept’ord Ang 19 Hatten & Co, Gravesend 

CHITTENDEN, THOMAS RICHARD, Southborough, Kent Aug tl Buss, Tunbridge Wells 

Forb, EDWARD, Liverpool Aug 25 Banks & Co, Liverpool 

HALSTEAD, THOMAS, Clitheroe, Lancs, Grocer Augis Briggs, Padiham 

HAYWARD, EMMA AGNES, Ciledonian rd, Holloway Aug 11 Field & Co, Essex st, 
Strand 

HOLLAND, DANTEL, Anderton, Lancaster, Ironfounter Aug 31 Neville, Chorley 

Hooker, HENRY, Tanker.on, Whitstable Sept 1 Harris & Harris, Sittingbourne 

Hurcutnson, Joseru, Cowling, nr Skipton, Yorks, Farmer Aug 8 Bro#wn & Co, 
Shipton 

JENKINS, EMMA, Sheffield Sept 1 Smith & Co, Shefield 

| LEIGH, SAMUBL, Gorton, Manchester Aug 23 Ellison, Ashton under Lyne 

MACKENZIg, Lovtsa, Chepstow villas, Bayswater Aug 2 Welman & Sons, 768, West 
buur.e grove 

MATTHEWS, FRANCIS WRIDE, Chandler’s Ford, Hants Aug 19 Wilson & Sons, Salis- 

bury 
PARKINSON, SARAH HALSTRAD, Harrogete Augi Maxsted & Co, Lancaster 
PAYNE, WILLIAM Pracy, Nottingham Angi9 Haslehurst Lincoln 
| Pye, WILLIAM HENRY, Daisy Bank Farm, nr Lancaster, Farmer Augl Maxsted & (o 
Lancaster 


London Gazette.—TURSDAY, July 18. 
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ROLANDI, FREDERICK, Ridgmount gdns, Gower st Aug 12 
Rvscok, ELLEN, Kelsall, Chester Aug 8! Bate, Chestec 
Ruscozw, WILLIAM, Kelsall, Chester, Farmer Ang 31 


STANDEN, ELIZABETH, Ticehurst, Sussex Ang I1 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Futvay, July 14. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Aguetaoxe, Faepexicx, Rugby, Tailor Coventry Pet 


duly 10 Ord July 10 

Baatos, James, Liverpool, Solicitor Liverpool Pet May 
2 Ord July 10 

Barcueton, Bexsamiwn Witttam, Brighton, Builder 


Brighton Pet July 11 Ord July 11 
Bittrses, Hasny Reoivarp, Liverpool, 
Live 1 Pet June 15 Ord July 12 
Buoxam, Wiii1am Henay, Leicester, Fish Dealer Leicester 

Pet July 11 Ord July 11 
Braockiessy, Davin, New Cleethorpes, Chemist 
Grimsby Pet July 10 Ord July lv 


Hairdresser 


Great 


Bate, Chester 


ScoTT, HUGH,‘ umwhitton, Cumberland, Farmer Aug i18 Ffewell, Carlisle 
Russ, Tunbridge Wells 


STEVENS, WILLIAM HENRY, Eliers rd, Ealing Aug 28 Rawcliffe, New sq, Lincolns inn 


| Warremax, Tuomas, Norwich, Carpenter 


Craytox, Marruias, Wigan, Builder Wigan Pet June 


27 Ord July 10 

Coorgr, Joun, Treorky, Glam, Colliery Rider 
Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

Coronet. Sipwry, Sackville st, Piccadilly, Cigar Merchant 
High Court Pet June 21 Ord July 11 

Danxs,C L, Carlton House, Lower Kegent st, Insurance 
Broker High Court Pet May 31 Ord July 10 

Day, Jouy, Lowestoft, Boatowner Great Yarmouth Pet 
July 12 Ord July 12 

Denison, Tuomas, Leeds, Hydraulic Engineer Leeds Pet 
Julyll Ord July 11 

Dowrit, Evwasp Puitip, Bangor, Grocer Bangor Pet 
July 10 Ord July 10 

Furcarr, Grorce, Downton, nor Balisbury, Wilte, Builder 
Salisbury Pet July12 Ord July 12 

Gaggxoven, Epwarp, St Helens, Lancs, Builder 
Pet June 16 Ord July 11 


Liverpool 


Pontypridd 


Haion, Hagsy, Mold Green, Huddersfield, Joiner Hud- 
dersfield Pet July11 Ord July 11 
Havtron, James, Aspull, Lancs, Labourer Wigan Pet 


July 10 Ord July 10 

Hortos, Groner, Leeds, Innkeeper 
Ord July 11 

Jacnsox, Woo_ye, Manchester, Moneylender 
Pet June 26 Ord July 10 

Jarvis, Witiiam, Cannock, Staffs, Grocer Walsall Pet 
July 11 Ord July 11 

Jenkixs, Gwitym Tuomas, Nelson, Glam, 
Pontypridd Pet Ju'y 10 Ord July 10 

Lapxix, Ravrn, Earl Shilton, Leicester, Boot Manufac- 
turer Leicester Pet June 27 Ord July 10 

Lea, Jons Ogtox, Barton on Trent, Greengrocer Burton 
on Trent Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

Lewis, Joun, Troedyrhiw, Merthyr Tydfil, Collier 
thyr Tydfil Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

Lioyo, Jous, Swansea, Dairyman Swansea 
Ord July 18 

Maiinsox, ALrrep, Manchester, Tripe Dealer Dewsbury 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Matt, Haxgy, Colwall, Hereford, Hairdreaser 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Mivvcargp, Tuomas Bexsamiy, Elland, York, Grocer Halifax 
Pet July 10 Ord Jaly 10 

Nosis, Eowarp Jacos, Newcastle upon Tyne, Bookseller 
Newrastle upon Tyne Pet July 10 Ord July luv 

Naispit, Jonw Curneert, and Acpert Naispit, Forest Gate, 


Leeds Pet July 11 


Manchester 


Innkeeper 


Mer- 


Pet July 10 


Hereford 


Eesex, Coal Merchants High Court PetJuly 10 Ord | 


July 10 

Nixon, Freprnicx, Barnsley, Fried Fish Dealer 
Pet July 10 Ord July lv 

Piasvs, Jean, Fenchurch st, Stamp Dealer 
Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

Paice, Oriver Jamer, Gloucester, Bricklayer Gloucester 
Pet July 8 Ord July 10 

Paimrose, R, Ennismere gdns, Kensington High Court 
Pet June 19 Ord July 12 

Sitce, Atrarp, Brecknock rd, Metal Worker High Court 
Pet April8 Ord July 10 


Barnvley 


High Court 





Biddle & Co, Aldermaubury 


THORNBU: N, 
Cockermouth 


WILD, GEORGE, Bolton 








Surra, Jouw Wittiam, King’s Lyna, Nortolk, Photographer 
King’s Lynn Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

Srowarr, Joun Wici1am, Manchester, 
Manchester Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

Wuee.er, Husert Sovrnory, Leicester, Commercial 


Traveller Leicester Pet July11 Ord Jaly 11 
Norwich Pet 


Music Seller 


July 10 Ord July 10 
Witsox, Kosy, Scarborough Scarborough Pet June 10 
Ord July 11 ; ; 
Woxsey, Henry Kent, Brandon, Suffolk, Carter Norwich 

Pet July12 Ord July 12 
Waray. Epowi~w HaAeoup, Manchester, House 
Salford Pet July 11 Ord July 11 
Warotey, Herveat Henny, Salford, Lancaster, 


Furnisher 


Yarn 


Agent Manchester Pet July ti Ord July 11 
Wvues, Horace, Harbledown, Kent, Baker Canterbury 
Pet July 11 Ord July 11 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Baker, Aatuvr Wittiam Middlesbrough, Grocer July 
25 at 3.30 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middles- 


brougl 
Bipo.k, Burton on Trent, Wheelwright July 24 


at 11.30 Off Ree, 5, Victoria bldgs, London rd, Derby 
Bioxam, Wittiam Hewny, Leicester, Fish Dealer July 
24at1 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 


Bowes, Wiis Cuaaies, Great Yarmouth July 22 at 
1 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Baows, Paitur Jack, Manchester, Merchant July 22 at 


11.30 Off Ree, Byrom et, Manchester 

Crarke, Harry, Hulme, Manchester, Shed Foreman July 
Y4at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Coorer, Jonn, Treorky, Glam, Colliery Biter July 24 at 
11.45 Off Ree, St Catherine's chmbrs, St Catherine st, 
Pontypridd 


Cornoyet, Siorry, Sackville st, Piccadilly, Cigar Merchan 
July 24at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Coys, CaTaestxe Frances, Barrow in Furness, Miliner 
July 22at 11.15 Off Rec, 16, Cornwal'is st, Barrow io 
Furness 

Dawxs, C L, Carlton House, Lower Regent st, Ins srance 
Broker July 24at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Denisoyx, Tuomas, Leeds, Hydraulic Kogineer July 24 at 


11.30 Off Kec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Durnoit, Hasyvan, Newark, Notts July 25 at 12 Off Rec, 
4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Fa.snaw, Frevericx, Warrington, Glazier July 22 at 


12 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Farrow, Tomas, Saffron Waldon, Essex, Hay Dealer 
July 25 at 3 The Rose aod Crown Hotel, Saffron 
Walden 

Guiceent, Jouw Laxsam, Nottingbam, Engineer July 25 
at 11 Off Rec, 4, Castle p), Park st, Nottingham 

Havtos, James, Aspuil, Lancaster, Labourer July 24 at 
11 Off Rec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

Hawycock, Eaxest James, Garratt In, Wandsworth, Grocer 
July 24 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

Hortox, Georas, Leeds, Innkeeper July 24 at 11 Off 
Rec, 24, Bona st, Leeds 

Hvcars, Tuomas, Liscird, Chester, Builder 
Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Jenkins, Gwitym Taomas, Nelson, Glam, Innkeeper 
July 24 at 1115 Off Rec, St Catheriue’s chinbrs, St 
Catherine st, Pontypridd 

Jones, Hanry, Wallasey, Cherter, Oi] Cake Merchant 
July 25 at 12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Jones, Joun Luoyp, Conway, Carnarvon, Commission 
Agent July 26at 3 Castle Hotel, Conway 

Joxes, Ricnarp, and Richarp Moncay Evans, Waisall, 
Builders July 2at 12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Lavkty, Ravra, Earl Shilton, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer 
July 24at12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Percin Cnurcuitt, Manchester, Architect 
Juiy Y2atll Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Luoyp, Joun, Swansea, Dairyman July 26 at 11 
Goverament bidgs, 8t Mary's st, Swansea 


July 2 at 11 


LasMutu, 


Off Ree, 


FUND, LIMITED, 


MmoOORGATE SrRwaT, LOnmPowm, 


ESTABLISHED in 1880. 


Marky JANE, Torpenhow, Cumberland 


TOPHAM, IsaBELLA, Lancaster 
WALKFR, ANNE, Cheltenham 
Aug 12 
WOoORSNOP, ANNIE, Sheffied Aug 1s 


Aug 15 Waugh & Musgrave 
Aug! Maxsted & Co, Lancaster 

Aug l4 Jewop & Son, Cheltenham 

Dutton & Sun, Bolton 

Smith & Sons, Sheffleid 


Sipyey Septimus, Guisbrough, York, Labourer 


Miecry, 
Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, 


July 26 at 3 
Middlesbrough 

Mittarp, Tuomas Benxnvamin, Elland, York, Grocer July 
22 ut 10.45 County Court House, Prescott st, Halifax 

Monroan, Moraas, Porth, Glam, Collier July 22 at11 Ort 
Rec, St Catherine’s chmbrs, St Catherine st, Ponty- 
rid d 

Marmer, Jonux Curnpeat, and Arent 
Gate, Kasex, Coal Merchants July 24 at 1 
bidgs, Carey st 

Nose, Eowarp Jacon, Newcastle upon Tyne, Bookseller 
July 25 at 230 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle 
upon Tyne 

Pearce, Tuomas Joux, Southampton, Coal Merchant 
July 24at1230 Off Rec, Midland bank chmbrs, High 
st, Southampton 

Piet & Co, Liverpool, India Rubber Merchants July 26 
at ll Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Pianvs, Jean, Fenchurch st, Stamp Dealer July 26 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Puimsose, R, Ennismore gone, Kensington July 26 at 1 
Bankruptcy bldgs. Carey st 

Ranpatt, Apert ALFarp, Swansea, Bootmaker July 25 
at 11 Off Kec, Government bidgs, St Mary's «, 
Swansea 

Sitca, Aterep, Brecknock rd, Metal Worker 
11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Suegnpon, Faspenick Arcnipatp, Lower 
Richmond, Salesman July 26 at 11.30 
Westminster Bridge rd 

Wakrrieip, James Deane, Aylesbury, 
12 1,S8t Aldates, Oxford 

Waker, Wititam, Easington In, Durham, Saddler 
24 at 230 Off Rec, 3, Manor pi, Sunderland 

Wan», Geosos Henny, Hinckley, Leicester, Veterinary 
Surgeon July 24 at 11.30 Off Kec, 8, High wt, 
Coventry 

Wusetex, Hunert Sovrnory, 
Traveller July 24 at 12.30 
Leicester 

Waitruen, Tuomas, Norwich, Carpenter 
Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 

ADJUDICATIONS. 


A.perny, Aceart Epwanp, §tanfree, nr Chestertield, Miner 
Chestertield Pet June 16 Ord July 11 

ALExanper. James, Newcastle upon ‘Tyne, Iron Merchant 
Newcastle upon Tyne Pet May 24 Ord July 6 

Barourtorn, Bexsamiwn Wittiam, brighton, 
Brighton PetJuly 11 Ord July 11 

Baxres, Micuagt Paver, Offordrd, Barnsbury, Engineer 
High Court PetMay 90 Ord July !1 

Bioxam, Wituiam Heway, Leicester, Fish Dealer Leicester 
Pet July 11 Ord July il 

Baices, Joux, Manningham, Bradford, Joiner Bradford 
Pet June 23° Ord July 11 


Narsnit, Forest 
Bankruptcy 


July 26 at 


Mortlake 1d, 
132, Yord rd, 


July 22 at 
July 


Saker 


Leicester, Commercial 


Ott Ree, 1, Berridge st, 


July 24 at 12.30 


Builder 


Broceiespy, Davin, New Cleethorpes, Chemist Great 
Grimeby vet July10 Ord July 1 
Coorgr, Alpert Witiiam, Ryder st, St James’ st, Ineur 


- ance ioker 
Coorer, Jou, Treorky, Glam, Coiliexy Kicer 


High Court + P+t April 11 Ord July 11 
Pontypridd 


Pet July 11 Ond July 11 
Day, Joux, Lowestoft, Hoat Owner Great Yarmouth 
Pet Julyiz Ord July 12 


Denison, Tuomas, Leed*, Hydraulic Engineer Leeds Pet 
July 11 Ord July 11 

Dowe.t, Fowasav Pair, Bangor, Grocer 
July 10 Ord July 10 

Furcare, Gxoror, Downton, or Salisbury, Wilts, Buildert 
Malisbury Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

Haitian, Haswry, Huddersfield, Joiner Huddersfield Pe 


Bangor Pet 


July 11 Ord July 11 
Harrox, Jamee, Aspull, Lancs, Labourer Wigan Pet 
July 10 Ord July 10 


Hawxcock, Eanest Janes, Garratt In, Wandsworth, Grocer 
Wandsworth Pet June 19 Ord July 10 

Hontor, Geonos, Leeds, Innkeeper Leeds 
Ord July li 


Pet July 11 


EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—LICENSED PROPERTY. 





|X 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS, 


Upwards of 650 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the 
direction arc supervision of the Corporation. 


X | 





Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settied by Counsel, will be sent 


ea application. 
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Jacxsow, Woourr, Manchester, Moneylender Manchester | HINGLEY, GeoRGE SILAS, SILAS HINGLEY, WILLIAM 


Pet June 26 Ord July 12 
Jexnxins, Gwitye Taomas, Nelson, Glam, 
Pontypridd Pet July 10 Ord July 10 


Innkeeper 


HINGLEY, and ALFRED HINGLEY, Words'ey, Stafford, 
Glass Manufacturers Stourbridge Pet June 29 Ord 
July 11 


Jones, Kromaap, and Ricuaap Moroaw Evars, Walsall, | tivenes, Roseat Thomas, Bangor, Labourer Bangor 


Staffs, Builders Waleall Pet July 7 Ord July 19 
Camden Town, 
Grocer Brentford Pet May23 Ord July 11 
Kewwaevy, Bast, Southampton «st, Strand, Author 


Jonnzs, Wiitiam Geonoe, Great College s 


Court Pet Jan Zi Ord July 8 


Lea, Jouwn Orrox, Burton on Trent, Greengrocer 


on Trent Pet July 12 Ord July 12 
Lewis, Jons, Troedyrhiw, Mertbyr 
thyr Tydfil Pet July 11 Ord July 11 


Lispor, Curupeat Fenros, Liverpool, Electrician 


pool Pet June 28 Ord July 12 


Lioyp, Jou, Swansea, Dairyman Swansea Pet July 10 


Ord July 10 


Luseroartex, Apaanam, Turner st, Commercial rd, Whole 
Pet June 


vale Confectioner High Court 
July7 


Ma..tixeson, Atvaro, Manchester, Tripe Dealer Dewsbury 


Pet July 10 Ord July 1 

Maur, Hagay, Colwall, Hereford, Hairdresser 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

MILLARD 
fax Pet July 10 Ord July 10 


Narmerr, Jouw Curunertr, and Ategsat Natserr, Forest 


Cate, Eesex, Coal Merchants High Court 
Ord July 10 


Nixow, Fraaepean«, Barnsley, Yorks, Fried Fish 


Barnsley Pet July 10 Ord July 10 


Nowe, Epwarp Jacos, Newcastle upon Tyne, Bookseller 


Newcastle Pet July 10 Ord Jaly 10 
Paice, Oriven James, Gloucester, Bricklayer 
Pet July Ord July 10 
Rosexwtaat, Jacon Woorr, British st, Bow, 


Manager High Court Pet June 8 Ord Juiy 


Scnores, Raten, Woodley, Cheshire, Jeweller 
Pet June 20 Ord July 8 


Burrn, Joun WiuttaM, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Photographer 


King’s Lynn Pet July 11 Ord July 11 
chester Pet Joly 1L Ord July 11 
Wueeter, Hesent SouTHORN, 


July | Ord July 10 


Worasry, Hexay Ket, Brandon, Suffolk, Carter 


Pet July 12 Ord July 12 


Watant, Wirtsam, Chapeltown, nor Barnaley, 


Builder Barnsley Vet Mars Ord July 12 
Varo.ey, Henvenr Henny 
Manchester Pet July 11 Ord July 11 


Wryiese, Horace, Harbledown, Kent, Baker’C anterbury 


Pet July 11 Ord July 11 


London Gazett TUESDAY, July 18, 


RECEIVING ORDERS 


CoLBOURN, ALBERT EDWARD, Hessle Common, ¥ 
Merchant Kington upon Hull Pet June 


July 14 


CoLuina, THOMAS, Camblesforth, Yorks, Farmer 


Pet July 4 tid July la 
CRITCHLEY JOHN 


Iuly 13 


pe Suipr, AGC, Aldershot Guildford Pet May 


July 11 


DOLLMANN, ¢ King’s gdns, Hampstead, Commission 
Agent High Court Pet June 9 Ord July 14 


DoveLass, GRORGE OXLEY Eston Yorks, 
Middlesbrough Pet July 14 Ord July 14 


Fisuiock, Jonun, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler 


Pet July 15 Ord July 15 


GIL. JoHN Howarp, Craven gdns, Wimbledon, Commer 
clal Traveller Kingston, Surrey Pet July 


July 15 


GIRLING, FREDERICK JouN, Barnsley, Technical Instructor 


Barnsley Pet July 15 Ord July 15 


HATCHER. FREDERICK, Union st, Berough, Licensed Vi 
tualler High Court Pet June 21 Ord July 14 
HAZLEMURST, JouN WILLIAM, Buroley, Grocer 


Pet July 7 Ord July 1 


Hick, ARTHUR, Leeds, Fish Merchant Leeds Pet July 12 


Ord July 12 


Vydfil, Collier 


Tuomas Bexsamiy, Elland, Yorks, Grocer 


owakr, Jonws Wittam, Manchester, Music Seller 
Leicester, Commercial 


Traveller Leicester Pet July11 Ord July 11 
Wuitemway, Tuomas, Norwich, Carpenter Norwich 


Manchester, Yarn Agent 


ALFRED, Moreton, nr Birkenhead, 
Licensed Victualler Birkenhead Pet June 


Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

KERSHAW. WILLIAM, Norwich, Journeyman Engineer 
Norwich Pet July 15 Ord July 16 

LeWRY, ALFRED JOHN, Botley, Hants, Butcher South 
ampton Pet July 13 Ord July 13 

LOwk, ABEL, Wellinzton, Salop, Hardware Dealer Shrews 
bury Pet Jaly 13 Ord July i3 

MABSLESON, GEORGE, Boston, Lirc+, Grocer Bos'on Pet 
July 15 Ord July 15 

M RTIN, MICHAEL, Widnes, Gr cer Liverpool Pet June 
i9 Ord July 13 

MonTImN, HENRY DUNCAN, Sunbury, Midd’esex, Licers°d 
Victualler Kiogston, Surrey Pet April 25 Ord 
Juiy 13 

NAYLOR, WILFRED, Burnley, Butcher Burnley Pet July 
138 Ord July 13 

PALLISER, WILLIAM, Blaydon, Durham, Grocer Newcastle 
upon Tyne Pet June 2s Ord July 12 

PARKER, ABEL, and WALTER PARKER, Nottingham, 
Joiners Nottingnam Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

PHILBIN, EDWARD, Heywood, Engineer Bolton Pet July 
15 Ord July 15 

RIDPATH, WILLIAM HENRY, Ilkeston, Derby, Electrical 
Engineer Derby Pet July la Ord July 14 

STAPLES, WILLIAM JOHN, Kenn. Somerset, Wheelwright 
Brist’] Pet July 13 Ord July 13 

STILL, LAWRENCE PEEL PHILIPPs, Clifton, Bristol Bristol 
Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

Syms, THOMAS, Queen Victoria st, Solicitor High Court 
Pet May 17 Ord July 13 

TINLINE, JORN DOUGLAS MADDEN, Cliffden Teignmouth 
Exeter Pet June 20 Ord July 14 

YARMOUTH, the Earl of, Regent st High Court Pet 
April 4 Ord July 13 


FIRST MEETINGS 


ANTILL, PRENNER, High et, Acton, Builder July 27 at 12 
14, Bedford ruw 

ARMSTRONG, FREDERICK, Rugby, Tailor July 26 at 11 
Off Rec, 8, High at, Coventry 

BATCHELOR, BENJAMIN WILLIAM, Brighton, Builder July 
27 at 10.30 Off Rec, 12A, Mariborough p!, Brighton 

BILLINGS, HARRY REGINALD, Liverpool, Hairdresser July 
Zéati2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

BROCKLESBY, DAVID, New Cleethorpes, Chemist July 26 
atil Off Rec, St Mary's chmbrs, Great Grimsby 

CLAYTON, MATTHIAS, Wigan, Builder July 27 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

COLBOURN, ALBERT EDWARD, Hessle Common, Yorks, 
Fish Merchant July 28 at 11.30 Off Ree, York C.ty 
Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, Hull 

COLLINS, THOMAS, Camblesforth, Yorks, Farmer July 28 
at ll Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 

DAVIES, DAVID HUMPHRSY, Liandilo July 26at12.15 Off 
tec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

pe Smipt, AGC, Aldershot July 27 at 11.80 132, York 
rd, W: stminster Bridge rd 

DOLLM«NN, C, King’s gdns, Hamrstead, Commission 
Agent July 27at1 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey st 

DOUGLASS, GEORGE OXLEY, Erton, Yorks, Bricklayer 
July 2 at 3 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Alb. rt rd, Mid- 
llesbrough 

DOWRLL. EpWaRD PHILIP, Bangor, Grocer July 27 at 2.30 
British Hotel, bangor 

Dyk, MAtrice Epwarp, Folkestone, Kent, Licensed 
Victualler July 26 at 10.30 Off Rec, 68, Castle pl 
Canterbury 

Furcner, Georor, Downton, or Salisbury, Builder July 
27 atl Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Salisbury 

HATCHER, FREDERICK,| Union st, Borough, Licensed Victu- 
allerg July 31 at1l Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hick, ARTHUR, Leeds, Fish Merchant, July 26 at3 Off 
Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

LEES, MARY ANN, Reading, Ladies’ Outfitter July 26 at 
12 14, Bedford row 

Lewis, JoHN, Merthyr Tydfi, Collier July 26 at 12 Off 
Rec, County Court, Town Hall, Merthyr Tydfil 

PALL!SeR, WILLIAM, Blaydon Burn, Durham, Grocer July 

21 atll Off Kec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Lowk, ABEL, Wellington, Salop, Hardware Dealer Aug 1 
atl0 Off Rec, 22, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 

MALLINSON, ALFRED, Dewsbury, Tripe Dealer July 26 at 
11 Off Rec, Bank chmbre, Corporation st, Dewsbury 





202nd Year of the Office. 











The Oldest Insurance Office in the World. 














Copaxd (rem Peley dated L7@R 


FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710, 


Heap Orrice: 


\ | N 63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 


Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and | PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, | SICKNESS and DISEASE, 

including ACCIDENTS TO | BURGLARY, 

DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


PLATE GLASS. 
FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 


Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
A. W. COUSINS, Distriet Manager. 


| MALT, Harry, Colwall, Hereford, Hairdresser July 26 at 
| 12.45 2, Offa st, Hereford 
MESSOM, JOHN FREDERICK MASON, Nottingham, Builder 
— 26 at ll Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Notting. 
am 
NEWTON, JOHN R, and JoHN EDWARD REDFORD, Barnsley, 
Builders July 28 at 10.30 Off Rec, 7, Regent st, 
Barnsley 
NIXON, FREDERICK, Barnsley, Fried Fish Dealer July 23 
*t 11.30 Off Kec,7, Regent st. Barnsley 
| PALLISER, WILLIAM, Blaydon, Durham, Grocer July 28 at 
| ll Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle upon Tyne 
| Prick, OLIVER JAMES, Gloucester, Bricklayer July 29 at 
| 12 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 
| RATCLIFFE, JOSEPH WILLIAM, Sutton Bridge, Lincoln, 
Chemist July 26atl Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
SMITH, JoHN WILLIAM, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Photo 
grapher July 26 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, 
Norwich 
SPOWART, JOHN WILLIAM, Manchester, Music Seller July 
26 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st. Manchester 
STAPLES, WILLIAM JOHN, Kenn, So verset, Wheelwright 
July 26 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristoi 
Srroup, Grorer JouN, Minster, Thanet, Kent, Coal 
Dealer July 26at10 Off Rec, 684, Castle st, Canter- 
bury 
Syms, THOMAS, Queen Victoria st, Solici‘or July 27 at 1 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
THOMAS, WILLIAM, Bridgend, Glam, Boot Dealer July 
27 at 8 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 
THOMPSON, WILLIAM, March, Cambridge, Tailor July 26 
at 2.15 Griffin Hotel, March 
WILson, EDEN, Scarborough July 26 at 4 Off Rec, 48, 
Westborough, Scarborough 
WRIGLEY, HERBERT HENRY, Salford, Lancs, Yarn Agent 
July 27at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
YARMOUTH, the Ear! of, Regent st July 27 at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


LIVERPOOL MORTGAGE 
INSURANCE CO., LIMITED, 
6, CASTLE STREET, LIVERPOOL, 


Subscribed Capital - £250,000 


Mortgages, Bonds, Debentures, Deposit Receipts, Loans on 
Reversions and other Securities Insured. Guarantee Fidelity, 
Acts as Executors and Trustees either solely or jointly. 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 
INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 
LOANS thereon. 
Interest on Loans may be Oapitalised, 

Cc. H. gay tow} Joint 

¥. H. CLAYTON, § Secretaries 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 


(ESTABLISHED 1823), 


Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real and Personal 
Property, and Life Interests and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,525. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard to 
80, COLEMAN STRERT, E.C. 














LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and 
LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
OFFICE.—No, 120, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 
STREET, LONDON. 

} ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent. 

—- to direct the atvention of the Legal Protession 
to the advantages of his long experience of upwards of 
fifty years in the special insertion of all pro forma notices, 

&c., and to solicit their continued sapport, — N.B. 

Forms, Gratis, for Statutory Notices to Creditors and 

Dissolutions of Partnership, with necessary Declaration. 

File of “London Gazette” kept for free reference. By 

appointment. 


Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908. 


BY AUTHORITY. 





Every requisite under tue Above Act supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use. 


SHARE CERTIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved sod 
printed. OFFICIAL SEALS igned and ted 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO.,, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, £c. 
49 FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C, (corner of 
Serjeants’ Inn). 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 














